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know Senator O’'MasONEY in his appear-
ances before the House Judiciary Com-
mittee and in several conferences be-
tween the Senate and the House, and
I came to have a very great respect for
his unusual abilities as a lawyer. I also
became proud to be able to call him my
friend. He was a friend and counselor
on many occasions before I became a
Member of the Senate, and has been
such ever since.

I have a very deep personal affection
for Senator O’MaHONEY, As & Re-
publican I should not join in the regret
that he has decided not to be a candidate
again. He has, of course, a very high
place in the affections of the people of
his State. I certainly do regret the rea-
sons which have given rise to his deci-
sion, and can only express the hope that
his retirement from his arduous duties
in the Senate will result in his complete
restoration to health.

Our hearts and our prayers will be
with him as long as he lives. He holds
a unique spot in our affections.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate the generous state-
ments made by the acting minority
leader concerning our beloved friend
from Wyoming.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there is no further business to
come before the Senate at this time, I
move, pursuant to the order previously
entered, that the Senate adjourn until
12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o'clock and 38 minutes p.m.) the
Senate adjourned, under the order pre-
viously entered, until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, May 11, 1960, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by

the Senate May 10, 1960:
U.8. Tax CoURT

The following-named persons to be judges
of the Tax Court of the United States for
terms of 12 years from June 2, 1960. (Re-
appointments.)

Arnold Raum, of Massachusetts.

Allin H, Pierce, of Illinois.

Graydon G. Withey, of an.

Irene F. Scott, of Alabama, to be a judge
of the Tax Court of the United States for
a term of 12 years from June 2, 1960, vice
Marion J. Harron, term expiring.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, May 10, 1960

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D.,, offered the following prayer:

Joel 2: 13: Turn unto the Lord, your
God, for He is gracious and merciful,
slow to anger and of great kindness.

Eternal God, our Father, we rejoice
that Thou art always willing to bestow
upon us the priceless blessings of Thy

Thou knowst that daily we are greatly
disturbed and disquieted for we are being
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besieged by perplexing national prob-
lems and perilous international circum-
stances.

We penitently acknowledge that we
art tempted to allow our minds to be
centered merely upon tidings and things
that are dark and gloomy, causing our
hearts to be overcome by cowardice and
cynicism.

In the vast concerns of our beloved
country, for which we find ourselves un-
equal, wilt Thou give us a new perspec-
tive and a clearer vision of that blessed
day when righteousness and justice shall
be triumphant, and freedom and peace
shall be the glorious possession of all
mankind.

Through Christ Jesus, we offer our
prayer, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION
ADMINISTRATION

Mr, BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and fo revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,
tomorrow is the 25th anniversary of the
Rural Electrification Administration.
This great institution is not only one of
good and of progress for all of the coun-
try, but it is also a monument to the life
and work of our beloved Speaker, Hon.
SaM RAYBURN.

I have a special order for tomorrow
and I hope, if time permits, to be able to
discuss some of the phases in the his-
tory of this great program, and at the
same time pay ftribute to the work of
our Speaker in this field. If there are
others who care to join me tomorrow I
have 1 hour reserved for that purpose.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SESSION OF HOUSE

Mr, ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Legislative Oversight of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce may sit today during general
debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection,

PROVIDING PROGRAM OF ASSIST-
ANCE IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF
FISHING VESSELS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following request from the Senate,
which was read:

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
May 5, 1960.
Ordered, That the House of Representa-
tives be requested to return to the Senate
the bill (HR. 5421) entitled “An act to pro-
vide a program of assistance to correct in-
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equities In the construction of fishing ves-
sels and to enable the fishing industry of
the United States to regain a favorable eco-
nomie status, and for other purposes.”
Attest:
FeLTON M. JOHNSTON,
Secretary.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the request of the Senate will be agreed
to

:I'here was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRA-~
TION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1961

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (HR. 12117) making ap-
propriations for the Department of
Agriculture and Farm Credit Adminis-
tration for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1961, and for other purposes; and
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that general de-
bate be limited to not to exceed 4 hours,
the time to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. AnpeErsEN] and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move & call of the House,

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 85]

Alexander Farbsteln Montoya
Anderson, Flynn Moore

Mont. Forand Morris, N. Mex.
Balley Garmatz Pillion
Baker Gavin Pirnle
Barden Gllbert Porter
Barrett Goodell Powell
Blatnik Green, Oreg. Reece, Tenn,
Blitch Hechler Rishiman
Boggs Henderson Rivers, Alaska
Bolton Roberts
Bonner Hoffman, I11 Rooney
Boykin Holt Scott
Brewster Hosmer Shelley
Brown, Mo. Inouye Sheppard
Buckley Jackson Simpson
Burleson Jones, Ala Spence
Cahill Judd Staggers
Canfleld Easem Taylor
Celler Kearns Teller
Chamberlain Kee Thompson, N.J.
Chelf Kilburn Vinson
Coad Kluczynskl Wallhauser
Collier Kyl Walter
Davis, Tenn. McGinley Weaver
Dawson Widnall
Devine Macdonald Willis
Dorn, N.Y. May Winstead
Dowdy Metcalf Wolf
Durham Miller,. N.Y. Zelenko
Elliott, Ala. Mitchell
Fallon Moeller

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 337
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ﬁﬁmn under the call were dispensed
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR
STANDARDS

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous censent that the Sub-
committee on Labor Standards of the
Committee on Education and Labor
be allowed to sit this afternoon during
general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE LIBRARY

Mr, JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on the Library of the Com-
mittee on House Administration may sit
today during general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRA-
TION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1961

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 12117) making
appropriations for the Department of
Agriculture and Farm Credit Adminis-
tration for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1961, and for other purposes, with
Mr. KLpay in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHATIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] will be
recognized for 2 hours and the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. ANDERSEN]
will be recognized for 2 hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CanNoN].

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Chairman, on May
1 the Soviet Government captured, 1,300
miles inside the boundaries of the Rus-
sian Empire, an American plane, oper-
ated by an American pilot, under the
direction and control of the U.S. Central
Intelligence Agency, and is now holding
both the plane and the pilot.

The plane was on an espionage mis-
sion authorized and supported by money
provided under an appropriation recom-
mended by the House Committee on Ap-
propriations and passed by the Congress.

Although the Members of the House
have not generally been informed on the
subject, the mission was one of a series
and part of an established program with
which the subcommittee in charge of the
appropriation was familiar, and of which
it had been fully apprised during this
and previous sessions.

The appropriation and the activity
had been approved and recommended by
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the Bureau of the Budget and, like all
military expenditures and operations,
was under the aegis of the Commander
in Chief of the Armed Forces of the
United States, for whom all members of
the subcommittee have the highest re-
gard and in whose military capacity they
have the utmost confidence.

The question immediately arises as to
the authority of the subcommittee to
recommend an appropriation for such
purposes, and especially the failure of
the subcommittee to divulge to the House
and the country the justifications war-
ranting the expenditure and all details
connected with the item at the time it
was under consideration on the floor.

The answer of the subcommittee is—
absolute and unavoidable military ne-
cessity, fundamental national defense.

During the Second World War the
United States succeeded in breaking the
Japanese naval code. Through this in-
credible good fortune the U.S. com-
manders were able to read every order
transmitted from Tokyo and all inter-
fleet communications. This advance and
intimate information had much to do in
preparing the way and increasing the
effectiveness of our great victory in the
battle of Midway which broke the power
of Japan in the Pacific. But some in-
cautious member of a congressional com-
mittee or its staff leaked the information
to a reporter, and 30 minutes after the
next edition of his newspaper hit the
street Japan changed her naval code and
all further advantage was lost.

This appropriation, and its purpose, is
justified by honored and established
precedent. This subcommittee, includ-
ing the same personnel with the excep-
tion of two members who have since
died, was the same committee which
for something like 3 years provided in
the annual appropriation bills a sum
which finally totaled more than $2 bil-
lion for the original atomic bomb. Ses-
sion after session the money was pro-
vided, and the subcommittee visited Oak
Ridge where the work was in progress
without any Member of the House with
the exception of the Speaker of the
House being aware of this tremendous
project or the expenditure of the money.
According to the testimony of all mili-
tary authorities that bomb ended the
war and saved the lives of not less than
half a million men who would have had
to be sacrificed in the conquest of Japan.
No one has ever said that the subcom-
mittee was not justified in expending
an amount that eventually aggregated
more than the assessed valuation of
some of the States of the Union for that
purpose.

Espionage has been throughout re-
corded history an integral part of war-
fare. Before occupying the Promised
Land Moses “by the commandment of
the Lord” sent out from the wilderness
of Paran 10 men under the direction
of Joshua to spy out the land.

And no nation in the history of the
world has practiced espionage more as-
siduously than Russia. The United
States and every other allied nation to-
day literally swarms with her secret
agents. Within the last few weeks we
sent to the Federal penitentiary at At-
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lanta a Russian spy convicted in Federal
court who was regularly transmitting in-
formation directly to Moscow every
night. Their spies stole from us the se-
cret of the atomic bomb. When we were
at Oak Ridge we were told there were so
many Russian spies there that only by a
policy of strictest departmentalism were
they able to maintain the integrity of
their work.

The need for espionage in this in-
stance was exceptional and compelling.
At the close of the World War in which
we had saved Russia from complete sub-
jugation we were surprised to learn that
while all other nations were disarming
and returning to a peacetime status as
rapidly as possible, Russia was feverishly
driving her factories and continuing to
increase her armament at top speed.
Simultaneously they announced that
communism and free enterprise could
not live in the same world.

Every effort has been made by Ameri-
can administrations to reestablish con-
ditions under which we could discon-
tinue excessive expenditures for arma-
ment and divert these vast sums to busi-
ness and humanitarian purposes. But
each year Russia has become more arro-
gant and threatening and more demand-
ing.

Under our American ideals and sys-
tem of government, a declaration of
war against any nation, however pro-
vocative, is unthinkable. Our military
authorities have no choice but to give
any enemy the advantage of first at-
tack and then depend on massive re-
taliation for defense. The Communists
have taken every advantage of this sit-
uation.

In modern warfare surprise is a tre-
mendous advantage. Less than a week
before the Communist attack on Korea
a congressional committee from this
House returning from Seoul reported
that permanent peace had been estab-
lished and the land was returning to
prosperity. There was no shadow of
war; not the slightest cloud appeared
on the horizon. The sudden rush of a
vast army of well armed, well trained,
and well munitioned Communists across
the border made it necessary for us to
throw precipitately into battle raw and
untrained troops who were wholly un-
able to protect themselves or hold their
positions. And there followed one of
the most disastrous periods in the his-
tory of American arms.

During the hearings on this appro-
priation for the last 2 or 3 years, I have
each year asked the CIA representative
before the committee, “How could the
enemy mobilize an army of such size
and accumulate millions of tons of
supplies and munitions and the trans-
portation facilities necessary for its
movement without our learning that
such an attack was in prospect?”

And each year we have admonished
the Authority, the CIA, that it must
meet future situations of this character
with effective measures. We told them,
“This must not happen again, and it
is up to you to see that it does not
happen again”; that the American forces
must be apprised of any future prepara-
tion for attack in time to meet it. And
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the plan they were following when this
plant was taken is their answer to that
demand.

And I want to take advantage of the
opportunity to compliment and thank
Director Allen W. Dulles and his re-
markable corps for the admirable way
in which they have met the situation
through these later years.

They are entitled to the highest com-
mendation by the Department, the Con-
gress, and the American people.

We cannot permit another Korea. We
cannot take the risk of earnage and na-
tional devastation which might involve
every American city. We cannot take
the risk of the consequences which
would follow a similar attack from
across the Russian borders. And since
the Russians refuse to cooperate in our
efforts to establish permanent peace—
refuse even to agree to ethical standards
of warfare—we have no choice but to
protect our Nation and our people
through the age-old methods of defense
so long in use by the Communists them-
selves, lest we wake tomorrow, or do not
wake tomorrow, as a result of our failure
to know in time what they are planning
against us.

The world has been appalled by the
vicious vindictiveness of EKhrushchev’s
denunciation. He yesterday character-
ized the policy of the United States as
stupid and blundering. His fury is in-
cited by the fact that it is neither stupid
nor blundering. On the contrary it has
been infinitely successful and effective.

When we have answered his threats—
and he has been very free with them on
all occasions, even when he was here
as our guest in our own country—when
we have answered his threats by basing
our Strategic Air Command in a position
to defend ourselves and our allies, he has
boasted that he could stop them at the
border. That is why we are now so
earnestly developing our submarines so
that if he ever is able to neutralize our
Strategic Air Command then we will
have to take its place a fleet of nuclear-
driven missile-firing submarines that will
be just as effective a halter upon him as
SAC is today.

His discovery that since 1956, for 4
years, CIA has been sending planes
across his border—and as far as 1,300
miles into the interior without his know-
ing it—is the occasion of this outburst.

It completely disproves his vaunted
ability to stop SAC at the border.

The only reason he was able to appre-
hend even this plane or its pilot was that
it developed some unforeseen and un-
avoidable mechanical or physiological
defect, the first in 4 years. He was un-
able to hit it or to overtake it at its
cruising height of 70,000 feet. So in
order to leave the impression that he
captured this plane he distributed a pic-
ture of a pile of rubbish which those who
know the plane recognized as absolutely
spurious. The plane and the pilot were
evidently taken comparatively uninjured.
That completely destroys his claims of
invulnerability against American attack.
So he as usual resorts to subterfuge.

And now the most gratifying feature
of the entire incident.
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The world has always recognized the
remarkable success of our form of gov-
ernment. It has been the wonder and
admiration of mankind. But always they
have said that it was at a great disadvan-
tage in a war with an authoritarian dic-
tatorship.

We have here demonstrated conclu-
sively that free men confronted by the
most ruthless and criminal despotism,
can under the Constitution of the
United States protect this Nation and
preserve world civilization.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
require to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. TABER].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, that was
the most magnificent and courageous
speech I have heard on this floor in many
a day. It is true that we have ap-
proached these summit conferences with
the idea that each side must be given
the right to inspect and examine what
the situation might be on the other side.
That is the only way we can have peace
as the result of these summit conferences.
We must have that right. When the
leader of Russia refused us that right, the
only method we had and the only chance
we had was to get out and do just what
was being done by this pilot. It was
nothing compared to the spy work that
was carried on by the Russians—nothing
at all. Today, the leader of Russia
knows that he could not overcome the
United States with the airplanes and mis-
siles that we have available. But we
could not know what the proper targets
were or know where they were or where
they would be unless we had some means
of checking up on them—and he left us
no course to pursue except the course
that we did pursue. That sort of ap-
proach was the only approach that we
could make. I have served, as has the
gentleman from Missouri, on the sub-
committee that went into the question of
the development of the atomic bomb and
went into the questions of supplying the
CIA and the other branches of our Gov-
ernment with funds necessary to take
care of and protect the United States and
its people. For my own part, just so
long as I am here, I intend to support
that position. We brought in from the
Committee on Appropriations, under the
leadership of the gentleman from Texas
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Forp] a military appropriation bill de-
signed to maintain the advantage that
we have today over the Soviet. Let us go
on and maintain it.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that in pre-
senting the agriculture appropriation
bill it is somewhat of an anticlimax in
view of the wonderful speeches that have
been made today. It probably is ap-
propriate that this presentation be pre-
ceded by those statements, because many
of our problems in the field of agricul-
ture are tied directly into the defense
effort of this country.

Back in World War II, and subsequent
thereto, the American farmers were
asked to produce world without end.
They did that magnificently. When the

9855

war was over they were not given any
refunds or tax reductions. Some $15 or
$18 bhillion were given to business after
World War II. No such thing was given
to the American farmers.

We bring you a bill today where we
are embarrassed by its size. We are em-
barrassed because under the present
situation it is our subcommittee that has
to pick up the check “after the fact,”
where we have little if anything to do
with the amounts that are involved. In
this bill that was submitted to us we
were requested to appropriate the sum
of $4,135,263,190. Our subcommittee was
able to reduce that by $170 million.
However, may I say, Mr. Chairman, that
in the budget request regular activities
were something like one-third of the
total. Another one-third was for
restoration of the capital impairment
of the Commodity Credit Corporation;
another more than one-third was re-
imbursement for special activities, the
job of handling which has been assigned
to the Commodity Credit Corporation.

I have before me the U.S. News &
World Report for last week, which
points out that the United States has
entered into an agreement with India
whereby we will, within the next 4 years,
give to India something like $1,200 mil-
lion worth of rice and grain. We have
seen in the papers the fine statements
made as to how wonderful this is on the
part of the United States. I am not tak-
ing issue with that. But whatever that
is, I do not know of anybody who feels
it would lead to any agricultural mar-
kets in India. However fine it is from
a good Samaritan point of view, how-
ever good it is from the standpoint of
our international policy, our subcom-
mittee will have to sign checks for it in
excess of $300 million, charged up to the
American farmers for each of the next
4 years. That is an illustration of what
we have before us.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, our subcommittee
has a tough job in trying to bring about
reductions in the cost, because so many
of them are beyond our reach. We on
our subcommittees have tried to bring
in a bill on which we could all agree. I
doubt there is an item in this bill that
suited all of us on this subcommittee.
But the bill as produced represents the
composite views of the whole subcom-
mittee, I believe. I have gone over it
very closely, trying to make it as sound
as I was capable of doing.

I want to pay tribute to the members
of my subcommittee who have worked
so hard on this bill. My friends and col-
leagues on the majority side, Congress-
men FREp MARSHALL, BILL NaTcHER and
FrEpD SANTANGELO have cooperated fully
and have helped in every way. The
minority members, Congressmen H. CARL
ANDERSEN, WALT HoraN and Bop MICHEL
have done their part to bring this bill
to the floor in the best possible shape.

Now I would like to discuss some of
the major factors with which we had to
deal.

FARM INCOME AT LOW LEVEL

The records of the Department show
that the Federal Government is now
spending far more in the name of agri-
culture than ever before in history, and
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yet income from farming in 1959, includ-
ing soil bank payments, was at the lIowest
level since before World War II. This
is true, despite the fact that national in-
come has inecreased consistently each
year and per capita income for all seg-
ments of the population, other than agri-
cultural producers, is at the highest level
in the history of the country.

The farm price support program was
created in 1933 to preserve and maintain
our soil resources, to give the farmers
suitable purchasing power and to provide
the consumers with an adequate supply
of food and fiber. By 1952 some weak-
nesses began to become apparent in the
laws which were enacted at that time.
The Government had an investment of
some $215 billion in commodities in 1952
and was incurring some one-half billion
dollars of cost per year. This came about
because of overproduction.

Several factors contributed to this
overproduction: First, the increased
knowledge and technical know-how of
farmers who were able to materially in-
crease their production by cultivating
each acre; second, lack of effective
means of controlling production due to
an antiquated system of acreage controls
which was becoming ineffective.

Net farm income was $14.4 billion per
year in 1952.

Beginning in 1953, the Department of
Agriculture, reflecting the views of some
people, insisted that changes should be
made in the program then in effect.
Since that time, the following cures have
been offered, tried, and from the record
found wanting, so far as solving the
problem is concerned:

First. Price support reductions averag-
ing 20 percent were made under the
“flexible price support plan.”

Second. A soil bank program was
created to curtail production by paying
farmers not to farm.

Third. Public Law 480 was enacted to
dispose of surpluses by virtually giving
them away overseas.

Fourth. Research and extension ap-
propriations have been increased some
120 percent.

Fifth. Department of Agriculture per-
sonnel has increased about 28 percent
and appropriations have increased
around 300 percent.

Sixth. Production controls have heen
relaxed as price support levels have been
lowered. For example, the removal of
controls on corn production, beginning
with the 1959 crop, has resulted in enor-
mous increases in acreage harvested and
volume of production.

THE RESULTS

Most of these so-called cures have
been a heavy drain on the Treasury and
have provided little to improve the dete-
riorating farm situation, which will grow
worse if the present course is followed.

One serious result has been the im-
pairment of purchasing power of rural
America. Farm income has dropped
from $14.4 billion in 1952 to $11 billion
in 1959, a 24 percent reduction. The
effect of reduced prices and increased
costs on net farm income during this
period is indicated by the following fig-
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ures from the records of the Department
shown on page 68, part I, 1961 hearings:

Prices | Prices Net in-
received | paid come
Parity | from
ratio. | farming
(Index based on t){ (billions
1010-14) of
dollars)
288 287 100 14.4
260 208 85 13.1
° - TP SN 240 298 80 1.0
4th quarter, 1959, 281 297 78 10.9

The loss of this purchasing power has
already affected not only those who de-
pend on farming for a livelihood, but
also those engaged in banking, merchan-
dising, industrial production, and other
business activities, particularly in the
smaller communities, Since those de-
pendent on agricultural income, either
directly or indirectly, represent an im-
portant market for goods produced in
the urban areas of the Nation, this loss
of farm income has not only affected the
economic welfare of farm sections of the
Nation, but if allowed to continue is
bound to have serious effects on the
whole Nation.

The importance of American agricul-
ture as a market for the Nation's goods
can be appreciated when it is realized
that agriculture uses more finished steel
in a year than is used for a year’s output
of passenger cars. It uses more petro-
leum produets than any other industry.
It uses more rubber each year than is re-
quired to produce tires for 6 million au-
tomobiles. It is one of the Nation’s larg-
est users of electrical power. Its inven-
tory of machinery alone exceeds the as-
sets of the American steel industry and
is five times that of the automobile in-
dustry.

It has been reliably estimated that
each dollar of farm income produces $7
of income throughout the rest of the
economy. Thus, it is reasonable to as-
sume that the loss of $3.4 billion of farm
income in 1959, as compared to 1952, re-
sulted in a loss of domestic markets
worth some $24 billion to the industrial
producers of the Nation in that 1 year.

Another unfortunate result of these
so-called cures has been the production
of huge surpluses of many agricultural
commodities, which have served to de-
press markets generally for agricultural
products, and have been a great eco-
nomic loss to the United States. Figures
furnished by the Department, as set
forth on page 68, part 1, 1961 hearings,
indicate that total farm output has in-
creased from the 1952 level of 108 per-
cent of the base period 1947-49 to 125
percent in 1959. This increase in pro-
duction of 17 percent, which has created
the surplus problem, has to a consider-
able degree been due to efforts of farm-
ers to offset reduced prices by increased
output. This has placed an additional
strain on the fertility of the Nation’s
soil. It is estimated by officials of the
Department that this unneeded produc-
tion has cost the grain farmers over $1
billion in extra annual production of
grain alone.
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COSTS TO FEDERAL TREASURY

Seven years of experimentation with

reduced price supports, outmoded acre-
age controls, ineffective soil bank pro-
grams, and costly oversea disposals
under Public Law 480 has placed a heavy
financial drain on all segments of the
American economy. And benefits to the
farmer have been less than those re-
ceived by other groups through these
programs.
A summary of these tremendous ex-
penditures resulting from excessive pro-
duction while trying these so-called
cures since 1952, follows:

.Reduced price supports_— . ______ $8.0
Soil bank p: 4.3
Public Law 480. 13.5

Total 25.8

Nearly $3 billion is provided in the bill
for 1961 to meet the continuing cost of
these programs, as follows:

Billion
Restoration of capital impalrment

of Commodity Credit Corporation

(price support) - oo $1,226
Conservation Reserve (Soil Bank).. ,.310
Reimbursements to CCC for cost of

Public Law 480 and other special

activities

1.444

Total in 1961 bill— 2. 980

In addition to these heavy expendi-
tures, the appropriations for the other
programs of the Department have in-
creased from $827.5 million in fiscal year
1952 to $1,089.2 million in fiscal year
1960, an increase of nearly 32 percent.

PRICE SUPPORT REDUCTIONS

In the past 7 years price supports have
been reducted an average of 20 percent.
These drastic reductions, in the face of
constantly rising production costs, have
had several important effects on the
farm economy of the Nation. First, they
have reduced net farm income nearly
one-fourth between 1952 and 1959, Sec-
ond, they have created tremendous sur-
pluses which are about to wreck the en-
tire farm program.

As has been pointed out each year by
many members of this committee, farm-
ers tend to increase their production as
farm prices are reduced, in an effort to
maintain income essential to meet oper-
ating cost and living expenses. Experi-
ence during the past few years has dis-
proven the theory advocated by some
that reduced prices will reduce produc-
tion. The records of the Department for
the past 7 years show that production
has increased at about the same rate
that price supports have been reduced.

One of the most definite indications
of this is Commodity Credit Corporation
holdings which have increased from $2.5
billion in 1952 to over $9.2 billion as of
January 1960. A study of figures ap-
pearing on pages 373-387, part 3, 1961
hearings, further supports this point.

The total cost of the price support
program from its inception in 1932
through 1952 was about $2.6 billion.
With lowered price supports and in-
creased production, the Department has
lost another $8 billion under this pro-
gram since 1952. An estimate furnished
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by the Department shows that price sup-
port on surplus feed grains alone cost
the Government some $3.5 billion in
price support investment and $1.5 billion
in carrying charges in 1959. Figuring
farm costs of extra production at 50 per-
cent of normal, this surplus cost the
farmer in excess of $1 billion to pro-
duce—page 754, part 3, 1961 hearings.
S0IL BANEK PROGRAM

In 1955, the soil bank was offered as a
solution. Acreage was rented from
farmers and taken out of production,
though the record shows 23 percent had
not been in production. The cost of the
soil bank to date, including funds in this
bill, has been approximately $2.7 billion.
It is estimated that an additional $1.6
billion will be required in future years
to meet long-term conservation reserve
commitments entered into under exist-
ing legislation. This estimated total cost
of $4.3 billion would be further increased
if this program were to be extended be-
yond the present year.

The production records of the Depart-
ment show that the program has been
relatively ineffective in bringing produc-
tion in line with need—pages 373-375,
part 3, 1961 hearings, There seems to
be little benefit from this program, un-
less considered as a means of offsetting
loss of farm income at the marketplace.
The past record proves conclusively that
this program offers no future solution to
the problem of overproduction, even if
billions of dollars are spent each year.

As shown by the Department’s testi-
mony, 2.6 million farms are classified as
small farms. These represent 56 per-
cent of the total farms in the United
States, which include about 275 million
acres, but produce only 9 percent of the
commercial production. Therefore, if
all such farms were removed from pro-
duction at an average of $10 per acre, it
would cost $2,750 million a year and
would reduce production only 9 per-
cent—assuming large farms did not off-
set such reduction. These figures can-
not be misunderstood.

PUBLIC LAW 480

The Agricultural Trade and Develop-
ment Act, Public Law 480, was proposed
as a means of disposing of the surpluses
which reduced price supports and acre-
age controls had failed to control. Title
I of this law provides for sales for for-
eign currencies, title IT authorizes dona-
tions to friendly countries to meet
famines and other disasters, and title
III provides for barter and other means
of disposal. It is to be noted that the
Government pays the full costs of this
program in American dollars.

It was adopted by Congress with se-
rious misgivings on the part of many
people. In view of the fact that it has
done nothing toward stopping overpro-
duction—in fact it has tended to post-
pone the time when Congress will deal
with that problem—such misgivings ap-
pear to have been fully justified.

This program, which was first started
in 1954 as an outlet for surpluses, has de-
veloped into an outlet for production
overflow at practically 100 percent cost
to the United States. Instead of cor-
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recting the situation, it has been fol-
lowed by more and more surpluses.

The authorization for sales to foreign
governments for local currencies under
title I has expanded tremendously since
its inception as follows:

Total au-
thorization—
billion

JUlY ABBE. e $0.7
August 1955.. R i
August 1956_ - 8.0
August 1957_ - 40
Beptember 1868 __ . . e 6. 25
September 1969 e 9.25

In addition, up to $1.4 billion is au-
thorized for donations under title II.
Title IIT costs will further increase this
amount, although exact figures are not
available. Through December 1959 over
$2.9 billion of commodities have been
donated and bartered under title III.
Thus a total of over 13.5 billion American
dollars has been authorized for expendi-
ture since 1954 under present law. Fur-
ther extensions of the act would of
course increase this total cost.

This program was originally justified
as a means of using agricultural sur-
pluses to develop and promote oversea
markets for U.S. agricultural products.
There is evidence to indicate, however,
that foreign currencies generated under
this program in some instances are being
used to expand agricultural production
abroad, in competition with U.S. prod-
ucts in world markets. Further, it ap-
pears that such programs are often
undertaken in countries which have no
prospects of ever providing markets for
U.8. products.

An example of this is a project called
“Operation Beef” in Argentina. Under
this program, $14.3 million is being used
to increase beef production in that coun-
try to compete with U.S. meat producers
in world markets. Since Argentina pro-
duces many of the same crops as the
United States, the two countries are
natural competitors and market pros-
pects there are very limited. Therefore,
it is hard to understand how U.S. inter-
g‘tjsd are benefited by projects of this

Whatever the benefits of the Public
Law 480 program, in the opinion of
many members of the committee, it too
has failed to help the overproduction
problem. As mentioned earlier, it prob-
ably has contributed to a constantly de-
teriorating situation for American agri-
culture by getting these huge surpluses
“out of sight” abroad and thereby post-
poning action to prevent the increase in
the surplus problem.

If a sufficient amount were diverted
from the tremendous supplies on hand
and available for use under Public Law
480, such commodities could well be the
means of enabling the farmers to bring
production in line with domestic and
foreign consumption. If used to protect
farm income while the farmer cut pro-
duection 20 percent, they would reduce
storage costs up to $100 million per year
and would reduce price support costs—
possibly $700 million to $1 billion per
year. Further, they would protect farm
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income during the period of adjustment
needed to bring production in line with
demand, and would enable such a plan
to be carried out at little or no cost to
the Government. The commodities have
already been bought and paid for by
CCC and will otherwise be given away
to foreign countries under Public Law
480. A full discussion of such a proposal
for feed grains, the area of our greatest
problem, is contained on pages 172-173,
part 3, 1961 hearings.

In the opinion of a majority of the
members of the committee if the Public
Law 480 program is to be continued, it
should be considered a foreign aid pro-
gram and should be paid for in the
mutual security bill.

EXPANDED RESEARCH AND EXTENSION

As pointed out previously, funds for
the research and extension programs of
the Department have expanded about
120 percent since 1952, A summary of

this increase is as follows:
1952 1960
Department of Agriculture re- | Million | Million
search e $44.2 $104.4
Etate experiment stations, ... 12.7 3.8
Extension Service..-ccooeeoeeooaaa 33.5 64.1
i+ B e S o 90. 4 200, 3

The large increases for these programs
have been justified by the Department
and offered as an answer to the ferm
problem and as a substitute for protec-
tion of farm income through adequate
price support levels. They have been
supported by the Department on the
theory that improvement of farming
methods and development of new uses
for agricultural commodities through
research can offset reduced income and
thereby enable the farmer to stay in
business.

The members of the commitiee fully
recognize the wvalue of these essential
programs. They are aware of the im-
portant benefits of research and exten-
sion work to the farmers of the Nation.
They realize the fact that farmers would
be much worse off financially than they
now are, were it not for the improved
production techniques which have re-
sulted from the research and extension
programs of the Department.

They realize, however, that the real
benefits of this work are not sufficiently
direct and fast enough to meet a sudden
economie crisis, such as has been ex-
perienced in the past few years. They
wish to point out, therefore, that these
programs, as fine and essential as they
are, cannot and should not be expected
to offset sudden losses of farm income
and related economic problems,
PERSONNEL AND AFPFROPRIATIONS INCREASES

It is apparent that continued increases
in personnel and funds for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is not the answer
to the farm income problem, where
higher cost and lower prices are leading
to overproduction. If such increases
could improve the situation, the 28-per-
cent increase in personnel and 300-per-
cent increase in appropriations since
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1952 would have done so. A summary of
the expansion of the Department is as
follows:

D00 ST T0BD. oo
Dec. 31, 1959 86, 508

Increase (28 percent) .-
Appropriations

Flocal year 1968 e e e
Fiscal year 1960

Increase (300 percent) ...
REMOVAL OF CONTROLS

Along with actions taken to reduce
price supports, efforts have been made
by the Department to remove or curtail
production controls. This also has con-
tributed to the increased production in
recent years and the ever-mounting
surpluses.

While efforts to control production
through acreage controls have not been
effective, it appears unwise to eliminate
them until some satisfactory substitute
has been adopted. Mandatory price sup-
ports on basic commodities cannot work
without some type of control over pro-
duction.
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At the recommendation of the De-
partment, a program was adopted last
year which removed all controls on corn,
beginning with the 1959 crop, along with
a further reduction in price-support
levels. This was done over the strenu-
ous objection of many Members of Con-
gress who realized that the inevitable
result would be to increase production
substantially, fill up Government storage
facilities, increase Government costs,
and further depress the market.

The result of this new corn program
has been to increase harvested acreage
from 73.3 million acres for the 1958 crop
to 84.6 million acres for the 1959 crop.
Intentions to plant for the 1960 corn
crop are estimated by the Department
to further increase to 85.8 million acres.
They could possibly increase to 90 million
aecres.

While it is too early to see the ultimate
effect of this program, it is significant
to note that production of corn in-
creased from 3.8 billion bushels in 1958
to 4.4 billion bushels in 1959. Further
increases for 1960 are probable.

A summary of Department figures
placed in the 1961 hearing record rela-
tive to corn is as follows:

Support Acreage . oco Storage and
Corn (bushels) levels harvested Yield per Production invento; handling
(percent) (million acre (million) (million, costs
acres) (million)
L AR RS R ST 90 80.9 40.7 3,202.0 $500.0 $28.3
84 75.6 45.7 3,446.3 1, 45. 6 7.5
77 73.3 6.8 3,800.9 1,857. 8 140.0
66 846 51.5 4,361. 2 1,861.3 133.5
In the face of this record, it is even markets. If that is done an adequate

more disturbing to learn that the De-
partment is now recommending the same
kind of program for the handling of
wheat. This would certainly compound
the problem, if adopted.

CORRECTIVE ACTION URGENTLY NEEDED

Members of this committee tried to
tell the Department in 1953 and subse-
quent years that farm income is based on
“yolume” times “price’ less “cost.” They
tried to convince the Department that,
if prices were reduced, the farmer—faced
with increasing costs—of necessity
would increase volume, and could do so
since control by acreage is no longer ef-
fective. Prices were reduced, and pro-
duction went up—not down.

‘While differences of opinion exist as to
what should be done in the future, the
record clearly shows what has been done
during the past 7 years has been no so-
lution. The situation becomes progres-
sively worse for the farmer and the tax-
payer, while the major benefits go to
those between the farmer and the con-
sumer. The above facts and experiences
convince a majority of the committee
that the problem will never be solved
until Congress attacks the problem at
its base, which is overproduction.

It is the belief of a majority of this
committee that, for the protection of our
overall economy, farm prices must re-
flect cost plus a reasonable return. Such
prices, however, must be made contin-
gent upon farmers holding farm pro-
duction, in terms of bushels, bales and
Ppounds, to domestic and normal foreign

price can be obtained at the market-
place.

This makes it imperative that present
approaches to this problem be reversed
if the agricultural industry of this coun-
try is to survive, and if we ave to prevent
a bankrupt agriculture from pulling
down the rest of our economy. Further,
the taxpayers are not likely to continue
to finance such needless and heavy ex-
penditures which can be avoided if
proper supports based upon farm costs
are restored and made contingent upon
actual production being held in line.
Unless present programs are reversed,
they will eventully wreck farm purchas-
ing power, and eventually the entire na-
tional economy.

Farmers themselves are suffering most
from these costly and ineffective pro-
grams. They are forced to operate in a
manner that causes them to deny their
families a:. adequate standard of living
and in many instances they are taking
fertility from the soil that they wish to
preserve for future generations. On
numerous occasions they have expressed
a desire to cooperate with the Federal
Government to bring about a eorrection
of the farm problem. To a large extent
their pleading has been ignored because
of the influence of those between the
farmer and the consumer who have pros-
pered in the farmer's name and at the
cost of the taxpayer.

After the experience of the past 7
years, it appears absolutely necessary
that production be brought in line with
the needs of domestic and foreign dollar
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markets. Past approaches to overpro-
duction must be reversed, using surplus
commodities now on hand fo ease the
financial shock on the farmer and the
general economy during the period nec-
essary for adjustment.

And whatever we do, our investigations
and hearings show we must operate the
Commodity Credit Corporation on a
strietly business basis, with due regard
to safeguarding the assets of the Corpo-
ration in order to protect the U.S. Treas-
ury.

THE COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

The Commodity Credit Corporation
was organized October 17, 1933, under
the laws of the State of Delaware, as an
agency of the United States. From 1933
to 1939 the Corporation was managed
and operated in close affiliation with the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
On July 1, 1929, it was transferred to the
Department of Agriculture by the Presi-
dent’s Reorganization Plan I. Under the
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter
Act of June 29, 1948, it was established
as an agency and instrumentality of the
United States under a permanent Fed-
eral charter.

The original capital in 1933 was $3
million. The act of March 8, 1938, gave
CCC its first borrowing authority of $500
million. This was increased periodi-
cally until it had reached $6.75 billion in
1950. This amount has been increased
four times since 1952 and now stands at
$14.5 hillion.

The Corporation is managed by a
board of directors, subject to the general
supervision and direction of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, who is, ex officio, a
director and chairman of the board. The
board consists of the Seeretary of Agri-
culture and six other members appointed
by the President and confirmed by the
Senate.

Under the provisions of the Corpora-
tion’s charter, its officers and employees
are obligated to operate on a sound busi-
ness basis and protect the assets of the
Corporation. In the past, the officers
and directors have been full-time em-
ployees of the Department, and thereby
able to give only a portion of their time
and attention to this $14.5 billion Cor-
poration, the largest in the world, han-
dling the greatest volume of buying and
selling of any business organization
known.

The policies adopted and actions
taken by Department and CCC officials
in recent years have been disappointing
to the committee. In the opinion of
many members, they have lacked com-
plete objectivity.

As a resulf, the record indicates that
much unnecessary cost has been in-
cuwrred and much money has been
wasted, all of which has to be restored by
appropriations from the Treasury.

STORAGE COSTS EXCESSIVE

Many fail to realize that about half of
the price support expenditures each year
are for such items as storage and han-
dling, transportation, interest and ad-
ministration. Despite frequent ecom-
ments concerning subsidies and price
support benefits to the farmer, the
amount which eventually goes to the
farmer is only a portion of the cost. In



1960

fact every group seems to be cuf in on
profits far beyond those received by the
farmer. In fiscal year 1959, for exam-
ple, storage, transportation, administra-
tive and interest costs were 49 percent
of the total losses under the price sup-
port program. And, while the rates for
these nonfarm costs assure a handsome
profit, amounts paid to farmers as price
supports hardly cover production costs.

In 1959, storage and handling charges
totaled $481.7 million. Storage charges
for 1960 are estimated at $612 million.
Further, unless something is done to curb
this increasing cost, storage costs are
expected to exceed $700 million in 1961.
It should be noted that this latter
amount is nearly equal to the cost of
running all of the Department’s regular
activities in 1953, including research,
marketing extension, soil conservation,
erop insurance, regulatory activities, and
forestry.

During this period, while support
prices to farmers were being reduced by
an average of 20 percent, rates paid to
warehousemen for storage were being in-
creased substantially. Further, since
the farmer pays for the first year of stor-
age, this increase in storage costs further
reduced the net amount of his loan by
the same amount. The total cost of
storage was increased from $73.3 million
in fiscal year 1952 to $481.7 million in
fiscal year 1959—pages 483-486, part 3,
1961 hearings. During this same period,
net income to the farmer dropped about
24 percent.

Committee investigations made in 1955
and 1956, which have been made a mat-
ter of record, disclosed various actions
of the Department to increase storage
costs through increased rates and bene-
fits to private warehousemen and the
use of commission merchants and for-
warding agents in lieu of available De-
partment personnel. These investiga-
tions also provided information to show
that commodities were often moved from
one area of the country to another, re-
gardless of expense, in order to fill empty
commercial warehouses, even though
Government storage bins were left va-
cant. In 1955, over 16 million bushels
of corn were moved from the Midwest
to the west coast at a cost to the Gov-
ernment of over $8 million, even though
vacant space remained at locations from
which shipped.

A comprehensive committee investiga~
tion conducted last fall provided further
information which helps to explain why
storage charges have increased so much
in recent years. For example, this in-
vestigation included figures showing that
storage charges paid certain warehouses
during the period 1957-59 were suffi-
ciently high to allow the owners to
recover their investment in buildings
and equipment in a period of 2 years. In
one instance, the investment was liqui-
dated in 16 months. While uniform
storage rates for uniform warehousing
and storage appear sound, the same rate
for inferior or low-cost warehousing
cannot be justified and is far too ex-
pensive to the Corporation.

Further, during this period of price
reductions for the farmer and profitable
increases for all others, the Commodity
Credit Corporation disposed of usable
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Government-owned storage bins at a
substantial loss. During this same pe-
riod, many CCC-owned bins were leased
to private persons, some of which were
rerented for storage of Govermment-
owned grain, The figures on pages 758—
759, part 3, 1961 hearings, show that as
of December 31, 1957, some 31.7 million
bushels of CCC storage bins were leased
for three-fourths cent per bushel per
month—an annual rate of 9 cents per
bushel. Some of this type of space has
been rerented by CCC for the standard
annual rate of 16.5 cents per bushel, plus
loading in and out charges.

Evidence has also come to the com-
mittee’s attention that Government-
owned storage space such as bins and
liberty ships was and is being held va-
cant in order to keep private warehouse
space filled at excessive storage rates.

Officials of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration state that these acfions were
taken under their interpretation of au-
thority in section 3 of the charter of the
Corporation, which reads as follows:

That nothing contained in this subsection
(b) shall limit the duty of the Corporation,
to the maximum extent practical consist-
ent with the fulfillment of the Corporation’s
purposes and the effective and efficient con-
duct of its business, to utilize the wusual
and customary channel facilities and ar-
rangements of the trade and commerce in
warehousing commodities.

It is the opinion of the majority of
this committee, in view of the obliga-
tion of the officers of the Corporation to
protect its assets and thereby the tax-
payer, that these actions do not con-
stitute “effective and efficient” conduct
of the Corporation’s business.

RECLASSING OF COTTON

Since 1956, the Corporation has paid
out over $166 million in rebates on cot-
ton reclassed after sale, a large part to
international cotton traders who held
such cotton for the Government in their
own warehouses where they could easily
have advance knowledge of reclassing
rebates, thus preventing true competi-
tion at time of sale. A breakdown of
this amount is set forth on page 314,
part 3, 1961 hearings. Much of this
cottton was sold by such buyers from
CCC in world trade at higher than the
original class, as shown by previous
committee investigations.

The committee developed these facts
in 1958 and the CCC stopped the practice
for the past year—selling approximately
6 million bales without reclass after sale.
Thus no rebate was paid. Notwithstand-
ing this faet, yielding to pressure from
those who received such rebates, the De-
partment has again refused to reclass
before sale so as to have maximum com-
petition and treat all bidders alike. It
has announced that for the ensuing year
it will reclass cofton after sale on a dis-
count basis.

In the opinion of the committee such
action shows an utter disregard of the
obligation to protect the assets of the
Corporation and thereby the taxpayer.

FAILURE TO SELL COMPETITIVELY

For a number of years the CCC, fol-
lowing orders of the Department, refused
to sell U.S. agricultural commeodities
competitively in world markets, notwith-
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standing unlimited authority to sell
competitively for dollars. Page 148,
part 3, 1961 hearings, shows the years
in which commodities were not offered
competitively., During that period, CCC
stocks on hand increased from $1 billion
as of June 30, 1952, to $3.7 billion on
J;me 30, 1954, and $5 billion on June 30,
1955.

Finally in late 1954, at the insistence df
this committee, the Department began
selling some commodities competitively
in world trade for dollars. Finally all
commodities except cotton were offered.
During this period, while cotton was held
off world markets, CCC holdings of cot-
ton increased from $418,000 in 1952 to
$1,249,813,000 in 1956.

In 1955, at the insistence of this com-
mittee, the first cotton was offered for
sale abroad for dollars on a competitive
basis and 1 million bales were sold in a
very short time. Then at the request of
American international cotton mer-
chants, the Government again held U.S.
surplus cotton off world markets. Con-
gress then passed the Agricultural Act
of 1956 requiring sales for dollars. Not-
withstanding this legislation, the Depart-
ment in 1958 refused to offer cotton at
competitive prices “in violation of law”
according to the Comptroller General
Exports dropped from 7.6 million bales
in 1956-5T7 to 2.8 million bales in 1958-
59. This course has cost the CCC and
the people hundreds of millions of dol-
lars and has done great damage to the
U.S. cotton producers.

In 1959, competitive oversea sales
were started and exports for
1959-60 will again increase to a total of
6.5 million bales, from a low of 2.8 mil-
lion bales in 1958-59 when the CCC, un-
der instruetions from the Department,
was holding U.S. commodities off world
markets, increasing storage costs and
holding an umbrella over increased for-
eign production.

Despite the success of the competitive
sales program, the CCC now is using the
payment-in-kind approach, the cost of
which is hard to determine. Future in-
vestigations will likely show exorbitant
profits to many nonfarmers.

LACK OF SALES PROGRAM

It will also be recalled that this $14.5
billion Corporation, which was purchas-
ing increasing quantities of commodities
each year, did not even have a sales
organization or a sales manager until
congressional action was taken to require
such a program. In 1956, this committee
created a special position of sales man-
ager and directed the Corporation to set
up a sales organization and undertake an
aggressive sales program. The work of
this sales manager has been fairly effec-
tive. However, domination by other of-
ficials of the Department and lack of au-
thority to sell have reduced his effective-
ness.

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS IN CCC
OPERATIONS

These factors have caused a majority
of the members of the committee to
agree that the operations of this huge
Corporation must be improved. Con-
siderable monetary savings could be made
through improved operations.
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The committee believes that CCC
would be more effectively and effi-
ciently run and its assets better pro-
tected, if its officers were full-time em-
ployees of the Corporation rather than
officials of the Department, with full time
jobs with other activities of the Depart-
ment. The committee has therefore in-
cluded language in the bill to require
that the officers and directors of the
Commodity Credit Corporation be paid
from corporate funds, after February 1,
1961. This should have the effect of giv-
ing the Corporation more independence
and should lead fo greater efficiency in
its operation and less impairment of
capital, which will thereby reduce the
amount of future appropriations re-
quired.

Further, since the officers and direc-
tors of the Corporation have the obliga-
tion to operate efficiently and to protect
the assets of the Corporation, and there-
by the Government and the taxpayers, a
majority of the members of the commit-
tee believe from the record before them
that certain corrective actions are neces-
sary with regard to storage practices.

The committee urges the Corporation
to decrease amounts paid for other than
farmer-owned storage by at least the re-
duced value of the commodity stored, as
determined by the reduction in price sup-
port levels and per-unit investment of
the Government since 1952 in such com-
modities. It also urges the Corporation
to discontinue the sale or lease of Gov-
ernment storage space to commercial
concerns where such space can be used
more economically to store commodities
by CCC.

Further, should the Corporation’s
holdings be reduced to the point that
competition exists between warehouse-
men at terminal markets or ports, a ma-
jority of the members believe that the
CCC should set up guide rules or perhaps
advertise for bids, in order to hold down
costs and reduce the opportunity for
favoritism in determining which ware-
houses will receive Government business
at such points,

The committee does not approve the
moving of CCC stocks from Government
storage bins and liberty ships into com-
mercial space in order to pay commercial
warehousemen storage costs. The Gov-
ernment-owned facilities should be used
to capacity at all times. Furthermore,
the CCC should not encourage expansion
of commercial storage facilities beyond
community needs by offering unrealistic
rates that encourage highly speculative
investments on the part of inexperienced
grain storers. Prior to any request to
the warehouse industry to provide addi-
tional storage, the CCC should make a
survey to determine the adequacy of
space to handle stocks over an extended
period of time.

The committee is firmly opposed to the
proposal to reinstate reclassing of cotton
after sale. They oppose it for two rea-
sons: First, it adds to the capital im-
pairment of the Corporation and in-
creases the annual appropriations by les-
sening competition and funds received
by CCC from sales; and second, such a
practice gives a definite advantage to the
large cotton buyers who also have large
quantities of CCC-owned cotton stored
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in their warehouses and thereby are in
a position to anticipate rebates from re-
classing in offering bids for cotton pur-
chases from CCC on a competitive basis.

The committee has included language
in the bill, therefore, which prohibits the
use of CCC funds to carry on cotton re-
classing after time of sale. It is of the
opinion that any reclass of cotton should
be contingent upon determination by
CCC that there is a need for such reclass.
Further, it believes that cotton should
be sold by sample or cataloged so as to
give all purchasers an equal opportunity
to bid. The committee notes that the
Department, following such a course,
sold 6 million bales of cotton this year
without such reclass after sale.

NEW AFPFROACH TO PRODUCTION CONTROL NEEDED

The most serious problem facing Agri-
culture today is the continued overpro-
duction of crops already in surplus
supply. Yields per acre for nearly all
crops have increased steadily in recent
years. Total production has also in-
creased, despite acreage controls and the
Soil Bank.

When the present system of acreage
controls was placed into effect over 20
years ago, it was fairly effective, since
acreage yields were limited by the type
of agriculture used at that time. In
recent years, however, this means of
control has become completely ineffec-
tive due to improved methods of cultiva-
tion and increased use of machinery,
rerglizer. insecticides, and improved
seed.

It is apparent to this committee that
something has to be done. Correction
must be made, both for the welfare of
the farmer and the Federal Treasury.

In seeking a solution, several facts
are evident:

First. What we have been doing has
not worked. After spending or commit-
ting ourselves to spend nearly $26 bil-
lion, the record shows the situation to
be three to four times worse in terms of
surplus inventories of CCC.

Second. Farm income is now so low,
even with the sale of the overproduction
to the Government, that farm purchas-
ing power must be protected from a
further drop.

Third. Any future farm program must
provide that farm income shall come
from the production of that quantity of
product necessary for domestic and for-
eign markets. In the interest of the
overall national economy, such produc-
tion must reflect farm costs plus a rea-
sonable profit. Such income should come
from the marketplace.

Fourth. To bring about correction, we
have one factor which should enable us
to scale back overproduction without
injury to farm income or further cost
to the taxpayer during the period of ad-
justment. This is the $9.2 billion of CCC
commodities on hand which are already
paid for. Commodities from these stocks
should be offered to farmers in consid-
:{:tdon for cutting back farm produc-

I,

If such a plan were put into effect,
there would be a number of important
benefits to the national economy—(a)
the Government would save storage
costs, (b) price support costs would be
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reduced in line with production actually
eliminated, (¢) farmers would save the
cost of producing extra units of produc-
tion for which there is no market. Fur-
ther, no additional outlays of funds
would be required to accomplish this ob-
jective, since commodities to be used are
in Government stocks and will other-
wise be given away under Public Law
480.

Once production and demand are in
reasonable adjustment under this pro-
gram, it would appear that fair and rea-
sonable price supports should be pro-
vided for the farmer’s share of the do-
mestic market. Any overproduction
should be eligible for foreign markets at
world prices. If this course were fol-
lowed, the cost to the Government would
be negligible.

The other course which might be fol-
lowed would be to continue price sup-
ports on total production, limited to do-
mestic, and foreign markets. If this
approach were used, the Government
would continue to pay the cost of the
difference between the support price to
offset high American costs and the world
market.

Whichever course is followed, or if
some other answer is to be found, it is
the belief of a majority of this commit-
tee that the Department and the Con-
gress should get together without delay
on a plan to use surplus commodities on
hand to get farmers to cut total produc-
tion of wheat and feed grains—the area
of greatest difficulty at the present
time which commodities must be con-
sidered together. Merely cutting acre-
age will not work, as shown by the
record.

The Department should be authorized
to immediately institute a program
which will encourage each producer of
wheat, corn, and feed grains to curtail
his production up to 25 percent in any
one year in return for the transfer to
him from CCC stocks of an equal quan-
tity of the commodity for which redue-
tion was made.

Under such a plan, the Secretary of
Agriculture would transfer from Govern-
ment stocks of wheat, corn, grain sor-
ghum, or other feed grains, which are
otherwise available for shipment to for-
eign countries under Public Law 480 and
similar programs, to any U.S. producer
of said grains upon the following terms
and conditions:

First. The producer must reduce his
total production of wheat, corn, grain
sorghum, or other feed grain below his
average production of all of said grains
for the 3 preceding years.

Second. The Secretary shall first enter
into an agreement for a period of from
1 to 3 years with any such producer of
wheat, corn, grain sorghum, or other
feed grain, or any combination thereof,
which will require upon the part of such
producer that he reduce his total pro-
duction of all of said grains below his
average production of the 3 preceding
yvears before such producer can qualify
to receive Government stocks.

Third. The Secretary shall determine
the amount of such transfer of said feed
grains to be offered for transfer in any
year to any one producer, but in no case
shall the amount exceed 25 percent of the
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average production of said producer for
the 3 years next preceding the date of
such agreement. Such transfer may be
made by transferring warehouse receipts.

Fourth. To obtain such Government
stocks, each farmer must (a) file notice
with the county committee that he ex-
pects to avail himself of such offer, (b)
agree in writing to reduce his total pro-
duction of all or any combination of such
grains for the years included in such
agreement, (c) submit a statement of his
production of all of said crops for the 3
preceding years, together with such addi-
tional proof as may be required by the
Secretary, (d) certify that he will not
increase his production of other com-
mercial crops, and (e) supply such proof
of reduced production as the Secretary
may require.

Fifth. Insofar as practical, grain so
transferred shall be of the same type and
kind as that for which reduction in pro-
duction was made by such producer.
When not practical, such transfer shall
be in quantities of grains of equivalent
monetary value.

Sixth. The Secretary of Agriculture
would be authorized to issue such rules
and regulations as may be essential to
carry out this provision.

As a part of such a plan, a commis-
sion could well be appointed to study
and prepare a farm plan for submission
to the Congress after adjustment of
production has been made. Such plan
should be based on protecting farm in-
come at the market place and keeping
production in line with domestic and
foreign markets. This approach is
deemed necessary because of wide differ-
ences which now exist between farm or-
ganizations and between farm leaders,
including those in the Congress.

It is believed by a majority of the
members of the committee that this
proposal is a start in the right direc-
tion, that is, toward a program of bal-
ancing production with market demand
and the long time need to maintain
soil and water resources. It would pro-
vide an effective means of controlling
production through production quotas on
the quantity of a commodity which may
be produced and marketed. In addition,
it would save farmers their present cost
of production on that part of their pro-
duction eliminated, and would save the
Government the price support and stor-
age and handling costs on the surplus
which otherwise would be produced. It
is to be noted that, under this plan,
the Government would save storage costs
of from 11.68 cents per annum for oats
to around 16.5 cents for corn and 17.885
cents for wheat and flax, for each bushel
removed from storage. Also, it should
be remembered that it would cost the
Government little, if anything, for com-
modities transferred to farmers in pay-
ment for reduced production, since such
commodities are now on hand and will
otherwise be given away under the “for-
eign aid” Public Law 480 program.

BENEFITS TO GENERAL PUBLIC

As pointed out in previous years, most
of the programs of the Department are
of direct benefit to every citizen of the
United States and should not be con-
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sidered to be exclusively for the bene-
fit of the farmer. American consumers
in general receive as large a share of the
benefits from Federal funds spent for
agriculture each year as do the farmers
themselves. Programs benefiting the
general public as much or more than the
farmer include the following:

First. Improvement and protection of
public health, including home economics
and human nutrition research, plant and
animal disease and pest control, meat
and poultry inspection, school lunch and
special milk programs, and donations to
schools, institutions and needy people.

Second. International relations and
national defense, including Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, donations to Veterans’
Administration and Defense Department,
donations to needy people abroad, Inter-
national Wheat Agreement, emergency
famine relief, sales for foreign currencies
(Public Law 480), and bartered materials
for stockpile.

Third. Regulation and improvement
of marketing, including marketing re-
search and regulatory activities, market
inspection, grading, classing and stand-
ards, agricultural estimates, market news
services, freight rate services, the Com-
modity Exchange Authority, and the
Farmers Cooperative Service.

Fourth. Conservation of natural re-
sources, including the Soil Conservation
Service, watershed protection, flood pre-
vention, Great Plains program, and the
agricultural conservation program.

Of the funds expended for agriculture
for fiscal year 1960, it is estimated by the
Department that over 54 percent will be
spent for programs which benefit the
general public as well as the farmer,
Estimated expenditures for fiscal year
1961 indicate the same sifuation—page
26, part 1, 1961 hearings.

AMERICAN CONSUMER EATING BETTER

Further, it should be pointed out that
the American consumer is eating more
and better food at less cost than ever be-
fore in history. While per capita income
in the United States has increased
steadily each year, consumers are spend-
ing a smaller share of this income for
food. Department of Agriculture statis-
tics—page 85, part 1, 1961 hearings—in-
dicate that the average American con-
sumer is spending about 21 percent of his
income for food, as compared to 23 per-
cent in 1951 and 27 percent at the end of
World War II. Figures on page 87, part
1, 1961 hearings, show that 1 hour of
factory labor will buy twice as much food
as it would 30 years ago. In 1929, 1
hour of labor would buy 6.4 loaves of
bread, while in 1959, 1 hour of labor
bought 11.3 loaves. One hour of labor
will now buy 17.6 pints of milk as com-
pared to 7.8 pints in 1929. The same re-
lationship applies for meat, butter, eggs,
potatoes, oranges, and most other agri-
cultural items.

DONATIONS AT HOME AND ABROAD

When considering the cost of agricul-
tural programs, it is important to realize
that a significant part of the cost of the
Department of Agriculture is due to the
furnishing of foods to needy people, both
in the United States and overseas.
Since 1953, $1.3 billion of surplus foods
have been distributed to the needy peo-
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ple of this country. This has been of di-
rect help to States and local communi-
ties in handling their own welfare pro-
grams. In 1959, over 21 million Ameri-
cans benefited from these surplus foods.
Since 1953, approximately the same
amount of surplus foods have been given
to needy persons in foreign countries.
These donations have heen made
through TU.S. voluntary agencies in
which church-affiliated organizations
have played an important part.

While the cost of the Public Law 480
program, which is paid for in American
dollars, is carried in the agricultural ap-
propriation bill and, therefore, charged
against the farmer by those who are un-
friendly to agriculture, most of the real
benefits seem to go to everyone but the
American farmer. Some 85 to 90 per-
cent of all foreign currencies received in
payment for foods shipped abroad is
either given or loaned back to the gov-
ernment of the recipient countries.
These funds, which are frequently used
to create or expand foreign agricultural
production in competition with U.S. pro-
ducers, are handled by the International
Cooperation Administration as a supple-
ment to the regular foreign aid program.

The balance of these foreign curren-
cies are set aside for the use of the
United States to meet oversea expendi-
tures which otherwise would have to be
met by appropriations from the U.S.
Treasury. Under the provisions of sec-
tion 104 of Public Law 480, these foreign
currencies may be used for a variety of
U.S. purposes abroad, including market
development, trade fairs, supplemental
stockpiling, educational activities, trans-
lation and acquisition of foreign publi-
cations, scientific activities, construction
of U.S. buildings and operation of U.S.
agencies,

The bulk of these currencies are be-
ing used overseas for such things as for-
eign aid operations, military housing,
stockpiling, and educational and re-
search activities. Yet the cost of the
foreign currencies used for these pro-
grams has been included in the agricul-
tural appropriation bill, rather than in
the bills of the appropriate Federal
agencies. On May 5, 1958, an official of
the Commodity Credit Corporation
pointed out that present legislation pre-
vents CCC from even recovering interest
which it must pay from those agencies
which derive benefits under the barter
program of Public Law 480. In connec-
tion with oversea military housing
financed through this means, he stated:

Under our arrangements with the De-
partment of Defense, CCC will receive reim-
bursement for its investment from savings
in quarters and statlon allowances which
would otherwise be paid to the military
personnel occupying the completed hou.slng.
Based upon Department of Defense esti-
mates, CCC will not recover its investment
in the housing for a period of some 17 years.

During this time, CCC must pay interest
to the U.8. Treasury on the $50 million
which it has tied up in the housing. This
interest cost, running to about $14 million,
cannot be recovered from the Department
of Defense under existing legislation and
will be reflected as a charge against the
farm program administered by the De-
partment of Agriculture.
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In my opinion, I would be derelict in my
responsibilties if I recommended the ap-
proval of other housing projects of this
kind.

THE CRANBERRY INCIDENT

The situation which developed last
fall with respect to the misuse of chemi-
cals on cranberries and caponetfes on a
relatively small percentage of total pro-
duction points up a serious problem
facing Agriculture with respect to the
use of pesticides and sprays. From the
standpoint of public health it should be
recognized that many such chemicals
are necessary to protect food. Failure
to use insecticides could result in the
production of foodstuffs even more
harmful to human health than those
heretofore condemned. Also, pesticides
and sprays must be used by farmers to
produce the high quality and low cost
foods which the consumers of the United
States are demanding. Further, the
use of sprays is necessary to prevent
sizable economic losses to the Nation
from pest and disease damage to crops.

The development of more effective in-
secticides is one of the reasons why only
12 percent of the people in this country
are able to feed the other 88 percent—
a situation which has never before
existed in the history of the world.

Farmers are continually harassed by
plant and animal pests and diseases.
They cost farmers billions of dollars an-
nually. For example, the European corn
borer has become one of the most in-
jurious enemies of corn in this country.
It causes substantial losses every year
and in recent years these losses have
sometimes ranged over $150 million an-
nually. Cotton insects, principally the
boll weevil, cause tremendous annual
losses, to which must be added the cost
of chemical controls. Cotton farmers
must spend $75 million or more an-
nually for insecticides. Since pioneer
days, grasshoppers have caused exten-
sive damage to both crops and range-
land. Annual losses from this pest are
over $100 million. Cattle grubs are dis-
tributed over the entire country, causing
losses of about $100 million annually
from losses in weight and production,
damage to hides, and loss of meat in
dressed carcasses.

The wide variety of chemicals used for
control of pests and diseases today serves
only to allow a farmer to hold his own or
stay even in his production. Without
the proper use of chemical controls, flies
would contaminate milk with filth and
create a hazard to the public health.
The coddling moth, phony peach disease,
peach mosaic, pear blight, and the apple
maggot plague the farmer by reducing
the quality and quantity of his fruit
crops. It would not be possible to mar-
ket apples, peaches, and pears free of
worms, rof, scab, and so forth, without
proper use of chemicals. These are but
a few of the problems which the farmer
must meet in order to provide consumers
with an adequate supply of safe foods of
good quality.

Subsequent to the regular hearings on
the 1961 budget, the White House an-
nounced that the Department of Agri-
culture would make indemnity payments
of around $10 million to cranberry grow-
ers who sustained losses on good and
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wholesome berries harvested in 1959 be-
cause the market for good berries had
been destroyed as the result of the un-
fortunate method of handling contami-
nated berries, which totaled less than 1
percent of the total crop. As a result of
this precipitous action, cranberry sales
of good berries were cut by two-thirds
during the last holiday season. It is
estimated that there will be a carryover
of cranberries of nearly 1 million barrels
of such wholesome berries into the next
season, nearly a full year’s crop.

The payment of such indemnities are
proposed to be made under clause (3) of
section 32, which reads as follows:

Such sums shall be maintained in a sepa-
rate fund and shall be used by the Secretary
of Agriculture on to * * * (3) reestablish
farmers’ purchasing power by making pay-
ments in connectlon with the normal pro-
duction of any agricultural commodity for
domestic consumption.

It is understood that payments will
be limited to wholesome and edible cran-
berries. Improperly treated berries have
been or will be destroyed. The Depart-
ment justified its action in making these
payments on the basis that damage to
the market for good berries resulted
from governmental action.

In the opinion of the majority of the
members of the committee, this entire
situation was uncalled for and most un-
fortunate. It is believed that this dam-
age to an important industry of the Na-
tion would not have developed had it
been handled properly at the outset.
Such damage can be and should be
avoided in the future. If such action
becomes necessary in the future, it is to
be hoped that the industry affected can
be protected and only those who may
have violated regulations will be penal-
ized.

Further, it is expected that responsible
officials of the two Departments—Agri-
culture and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare—will work together with private
interests so that they can all share in the
responsibility of establishing and an-
nouncing standards to be followed in the
use of chemicals for agricultural pur-
poses.

The commiitee also feels that the $10
million indemnity payment announced
by the President is not a proper charge
against Agriculture and the Department
of Agriculture should not be expected to
pick up the check for such damages in
the future.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

Now I wish briefly to discuss the de-
tails of the bill before us. We have tried
to restrict some of the requests with re-
gard to research.

The committee recommends $67,934,-
000 for the research programs of this
agency during the fiscal year 1961, which
is $1,047,700 less than the budget esti-
mate. The increase of $212,410 over
funds appropriated for 1960 covers sev-
eral essential research needs for the
coming year.

One of these is research on protection
from flood and erosion, which is one of
the major needs of our Nation. Through
various programs, the Department
spends over $600 million per year for soil
conservation and related work. This is
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exclusive of funds provided to the Corps
of Engineers, and the Reclamation Serv-
ice. Land owners contribute additional
amounts,

For several years, this committee has
realized the necessity for research to
properly support the action programs of
the Department. The committee there-
fore has provided $950,000 for establish-
ment of four soil and water conservation
research facilities; $600,000 for staffing
and operation of the new Ames Labora-
tory which will be ready for operation
in 1961; $250,000 for expanded research
on tobacco; $250,000 for research on
chemicals and biological measures to re-
duce or avoid hazards from pesticide
residues; $750,000 for additional utiliza-
tion research; $125,000 to enable the
Department to increase research where
most essential at existing soil and water
conservation research facilities; and
$496,400 to cover the Government’s
share of employee health benefits pur-
suant to Public Law 86-382,

The $950,000 included for additional
soil and water conservation projects in-
cludes $250,000 for research on improved
practices for conservation farming and
ranching in the Southwest; $350,000 to
establish a national center for basic re-
search on soil-water-plant relationship
in the Northeast; $200,000 to expand re-
search on hydrology problems in the
Southern Great Plains area; and $150,000
to strengthen existing research at a
land-grant college in the Northwest area
where an acute erosion problem is caus-
ing the loss of soil at an alarming rate.
The Department is expected to put these
facilities at the appropriate places. The
one for the Northeast is to be located at
Cornell University, I understand.

Production of tobacco is one of the
major agricultural industries of the
country. Tobacco is grown on a total of
approximately 1.2 million acres in 22
States and is a major source of income in
8 of these States. Total production of
tobacco in 1959 was about 1.8 billion
pounds which brought over $1 billion
cash income to producers. Tobacco pro-
duces about $2.5 billion per year in taxes,
$1.7 billion of which goes into the Fed-
eral Treasury.

At the present time, the tobacco indus-
try faces a number of problems, includ-
ing fixed price ceilings, fixed acreage, and
increased labor costs, which now total
65 percent of production costs. Work
methods used in tobacco production are
still almost entirely manual and between
400 and 500 hours of human labor is
required to produce and harvest an acre
of tobacco. These factors make it im-
perative that means be found to improve
and mechanize production and harvest-
ing methods and techniques. Therefore,
the committee has added an additional
$250,000 for such research. These funds
should be used for planning, construec-
tion, and equipping greenhouses and
special laboratories for tobacco research
work at a new research center to be es-
tablished in Kentucky from State ap-
propriations of $1 million.

One of the most promising solutions to
the problem of spray residues may come
from the development of chemicals and
biological control measures which will
not leave spray residues on the food mar-
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keted. In view of the need to develop
better and safer pesticides and sprays,
the committee has included an additional
$250,000 in the bill for 1961 which should
be used to evaluate, reorganize, and
strengthen the programs of the De-
partment in this general area. Such
work should be done jointly with the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and the various private chemi-
cal producers throughout the country.
Over $6 million is now being spent an-
nually by the Department for research
on insects and chemicals used in sprays
and pesticides. Information furnished
to the committee indicates that U.S.
chemical companies are currently spend-
ing another $25 to $30 million annually
for similar research.

The 1961 budget estimate includes an
increase of $2,212,800 for utilization re-
search, $1,512,800 by direct appropria-
tion and $700,000 by curtailing various
existing research activities so as to re-
direct funds from farm research to util-
ization research. The committee recom-
mends the sum of $900,000 for this pur-
pose, $700,000 to come from increased
appropriations and $200,000 to be ob-
tained by redirection from farm re-
search. The committee believes, how-
ever, that existing stations should not
be closed in working out this redirection
of funds; also, there should be no elimi-
nation of small projects for pecan re-
search and cotton insect research.

The amount included in the bill for
utilization research would provide ap-
proximately $200,000 for research on cot-
ton. It is recommended that, from this
amount, the Department should make
advance preparations for the operation
of the Boll Weevil Laboratory authorized
last year, by obtaining personnel to be
used on existing research projects until
such laboratory is ready for occupancy
early in fiscal year 1962. It is further
recommended that the balance of these
funds be used to carry out essential re-
search at branch laboratories located at
Baton Rouge, La.; College Station, Tex.,
and Florence, S.C.,, and to strengthen
mechanical stripper and gin stand re-
search.

The special fund of $1 million of un-
used prior year funds established last
yvear to provide part time subprofes-
sional help on a contract basis has been
continued for the coming fiscal year.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman has just
referred to utilization research. There
is a good deal of misunderstanding
about what has been done in regard to
utilization of research.

Do I understand that the committee
has not stopped the work that is now
being carried on by the cofton insect
laboratories?

Mr. WHITTEN. We certainly have
no intention, and our action does not
provide for that.

Mr. POAGE. That is the way I in-
terpreted it.

Mr. WHITTEN. In fact, we want it
to be carried on. The department in its
submission to us had curtailed the pro-
duction research program  some
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$700,000. That was by direction of the
department. The committee in going
over the matter found in some areas it
might be possible to consolidate things
of that sort, so we went along with a
$200,000 cut, but we had no intention of
cutting out the work the gentleman re-
fers to, nor did we have any intention
of cutting out the two items involving
pecan research.

Mr. POAGE, I refer to the ento-
mology laboratory at Waco, Tex. The
work of the committee does not close
that lahoratory?

Mr. WHITTEN. No; it does not.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Idaho.

Mr. BUDGE. In connection with re-
search, as the gentleman from Missis-
sippi is aware, there has been quite a con-
siderable interest in the establishment
of soil and water conservation research
laboratories throughout the United
States. For the fiscal year 1960, the
Appropriations Committee of the other
body asked the Department of Agricul-
ture to set up a working force to ten-
tatively locate those research facilities.
Under the priority list which was sub-
mitted to the committee and in its re-
quest to the Department there was an
item priority numbered 13, a laboratory
at Twin Falls, Idaho, which is in the B
category and that follows a laboratory
of that category having a priority num-
bered 10 at Bushland, Tex. It is my un-
derstanding that the Bushland labora-
tory is included in the funds in this bill.
Now, am I correct in assuming the com-
mittee will give careful consideration in
following the priority and considering
the establishment of priority 13 item at
Twin Falls, Idaho, in its next consid-
eration of this bill next year?

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the gen-
tleman from Idaho, I know of his deep
and sincere desire to get a laboratory
in his area. But I am sure the gentle-
man appreciates the problem of the sub-
committee. We had earlier asked that
these laboratories be set up on a re-
gional basis. We were unable to get the
Department to say what regions should
be included. Later in the other body
they submitted a list of priorities, and
our subcommittee and the Congress last
yvear went along with trying to set up
these priorities.

We are spending over $600 million a
year in soil conservation work. The
American farmers and others are put-
ting up additional amounts. Our com-
mittee has tried to agree on a regional
basis to give the necessary research fa-
cilities to back up and implement the
problem. We have approached it on a
regional basis. I am sorry we did not
reach the one the gentleman is inter-
ested in. The one in the Northwest has
to do with a soil erosion program in an-
other area. However, the Twin Falls,
Idaho, facility will have the continuing
interest of this subcommittee and will
have our consideration in the coming
year. It is the next category B labo-
ratory in order of priority.

Mr. BUDGE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr. AVERY., I had not planned to
interrupt the gentleman until he had
concluded his remarks, but since some
mention has been made of research fa-
cilities I thought this might be the ap-
propriate time to ask a question. I am
concerned particularly about an item
that has been budgeted for research in
pesticides. In another committee, the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, there is being considered
legislation the necessity for which has
been brought about by the action taken
by the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare.

But it refers directly back to the pesti-
cide problem. In view of the cranberry
incident we had last fall and several re-
lated problems, I wonder if the gentle-
man feels that now is the time to termi-
nate the research that is intended to re-
lieve the very problem in the first place.

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the
gentleman, I do not think our action has
terminated research at all. In fact, the
records show that some $6 million is now
being spent by the Department in vari-
ous pesticide investigations. In the pres-
ent bill we have increased that by about
$250,000 to coordinate their work. In
the cranberry incident, it was not a case
of the insecticide not having been prop-
erly tested. It was a case of less than
1 percent of the total producers using
greater quantities, against instructions,
of pesticides that were properly cleared.

Now, again, I want to say that this
subcommittee is as deeeply concerned as
is the gentleman and that the cranberry
incident was so handled as to practically
ruin the market. It should not happen
again. But, we do feel that merely pro-
viding larger sums of money without co-
ordination is not necessarily the way to
answer the problem. In fact, the chem-
ical companies came to me as chairman
of the subcommittee and pointed out
that they are spending between $25 mil-
lion and $30 million a year themselves
in this area. And they said “if the Gov-
ernment is going to take it over, we will
quit.” Again I say, there is $6 million in
here to carry on that work now. We give
them $250,000 more and ask them to co-
ordinate their efforts with the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
as well as private enterprise, in an effort
to handle this problem. But, it is not
lack of money that creates the problem.

Mr. AVERY. I probably should not
have brought up this cranberry incident,
because it brings on a lot of related mat-
ters that are not really in question. As
I recall the cranberry incident, it is not
related to insecticides in the first place.
It was a chemical used for a different
purpose. But, the point I wanted to
make in the area we are moving, there
is an increasing use of chemicals, both to
stimulate production and also to make
for better preservation and to improve
attractiveness, sales promotion. Since
we are in an area of increasing use of
chemicals, the question comes up in my
mind whether this is the right time to
curtail the research program by the De-
partment of Agriculture, in making and
developing better methods to use these
chemicals.
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Mr. WHITTEN. We have not cur-
tailed it. We have increased it.

Mr. AVERY. But you do not go along
with the budgetary recommendation to
further extend.

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right. And
the support for the budgetary item failed
to take into consideration the money
that they mow have and the need to
coordinate their activities. The justifi-
cation was that the private chemical
companies were moving out and there-
fore the Government had to move in. I
took it up with the chemical companies
and they said, “No, if the Government is
going to move in, we are going to move
out. We cannot afford to spend $25 mil-
lion or $30 million a year and then when
we produce something, have it taken
away from us.”

So, their argument would not hold
water when we took it up with the folks
that said it was necessary. But, the
problem still comes in the cranberry in-
cident. It was a misuse of a proven
chemical, and that is what we find in
just about all of these cases. All the re-
search in the world would not control the
fellow that takes advantage and violates
the rule.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. MARSHAIL. I just merely
wanted to say that we had testimony
before our committee that showed that
the commercial manufacturers of these
pesticides and insecticides were spending
in the neighborhood of $25 million of
their own money. So that, also, is an
adjunct to the work that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is doing. I think
that it is very well that industry is
spending money in their research on
items of this kind.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to my col-
league on the committee.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I
wanted to point out that any number
of witnesses before our committee in
seeking funds used the need for research
in pesticides as an excuse for their ap-
propriation request. We felt that there
was not a proper amount of coordination
between ARS, the land-grant colleges,
and HEW and other places where this
sort of research is being carried on. If
our action does mo more than get a
proper amount of coordination between
the requests for funds and the work that
is to be done—and this is very important
work—I think we will have served a very
useful purpose.

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle-
man.,

Mr. BROOEKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I have

done at those stations. Will the gentle-
man enlighten us on that?
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Mr. WHITTEN. I stated earlier that

committee differed with them. We do
not intend for that work to be eliminated.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. In other
words, the money is in the bill for that
purpose?

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right.

Mr. BROOEKS of Louisiana. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may
I briefly run over some of these items?

For plant and animal disease and pest
control, the sum of $52,011,000 is recom-
mended for the coming fiscal year, an
increase of $2,210,400 over fiscal year
1959 and an increase of $3,235,400 over
the budget estimate, largely for the bru-
cellosis eradication program. The
amount proposed includes increases of
$75,000 to put on a full year's basis the
regulatory activities under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide
Act: $400,000 to expand the plant quar-
antine inspection staff at ports of entry,
particularly those of the St. Lawrence
Seaway; $150,000 for staffing the new
Ames Laboratory to be opened in 1961;
$2,167,700 for the brucellosis eradication
program; and $306,000 for employee
health benefit costs. These increases are
offset by decreases of $888,300 for non-
recurring costs of screw-worm eradica-
tion and transfer of leasing costs to the
General Services Administration.

During the hearings this year, de-
partmental and other witnesses testified
to the need for increased quarantine pro-
tection to prevent the intreduction into
this country of plant and animal pests
and diseases. The committee recognizes
that continually increasing travel and
foreign commerce, a part of which is now
coming directly into the Great Lakes
area, have added to the danger of such
introductions. It is expected that these
trends will continue.

While the committee realizes the ne-
cessity of preventing agricultural pests
from gaining entry into this country, it
also believes that the problem can he
n:et without steadily rising Federal costs
for handling this problem. The Depart-
ment is directed to work out with the
carriers, representatives of industry, and
other agencies and organizations a pro-
gram, first, to place additional respon-
sibility on the carriers to provide ab-
solute notice to all travelers, to the end
that any person who may bring prohibit-
ed articles into this country will have
willfully violated such restrictions; and
second, to provide a system of fines which
will offset this increasing cost as well as
reduce the danger.

In view of the fine relationship be-
tween this country and Canada, and the
joint interest in this problem, the com-
mittee also believes that it would be far
better if arrangements were worked out
to check all incoming ships at the original
port of entry of the St. Lawrence Seaway.
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This should prove more effective and
more economical than the procedures
presently contemplated.

The 1961 budeget included $15,582,300
for brucellosis eradication, a reduction of
$1,250,000 below the 1960 appropriation.
A great deal of testimony was received
from Members of Congress and others as
to the urgent need for further expansion,
rather than reduction, of efforts by the
Federal Government in this area. In ad-
dition, information was presented to
show that the reduced level of expendi-
ture proposed for 1961 would not only
postpone eventual eradication by many
years, but would double or triple the cost
of eventual eradication. In view of this
very convincing evidence and strong sup-
port for the expansion of this work, the
committee has included a total of $19
million in the bill for 1961.

The bill includes $21,562,000 for meat
inspection for 1961. This amount pro-
vides an increase of $237,100 for em-
ployee health benefit costs. It permits
the continuation of meat inspection ac-
tivities of the Department at the 1960
level of operation.

The 1961 budget for the first time pro-
poses appropriations for the use of for-
eign currencies generated from sales
under title I of Public Law 480. Previ-
ously these funds have been spent with-
out the usual appropriation controls.
The estimates under this head include
funds for market development research
under section 104(a) and agricultural
and forestry research under section
104(k).

The committee recommends $15,131,-
000 for 1961, an increase of $3,074,500
over funds expected to be used for these
purposes in fiscal year 1960. Since Pub-
lic Law 480 was created originally to de-
velop and expand foreign markets for
U.S. agricultural products, the commit-
tee feels that the full amount is justified.
Further, it feels that the use of foreign
currencies for market development and
related research should have priority
over other purposes for which such cur-
rencies may be used under the law.

Language was included in the Appro-
priations Act last year authorizing the
transfer of the land used by the Ento-
mology Research Laboratory at Orlando,
Fla., from the Defense Department to the
Department of Agriculture. In the re-
port, the committee called on the De-
partment to select possible alternative
sites so as to eventually sell this valu-
able land for commercial use. The 1961
budget proposes an appropriation of
$900,000 to provide new facilities to re-
place those located on the property at
Orlando proposed for sale.

The committee has disallowed the pro-
posed appropriation and has included in
lieu thereof language which will permit
the sale of these facilities and the use of
the proceeds for the establishment of a
new laboratory at whatever site the
Secretary of Agriculture may determine.

An appropriation of $31,803,000 is pro-
posed for grants to State experiment sta-
tions for the coming fiscal year. This
amount includes $31,553,000 for pay-
ments to States and $250,000 for the
penalty mail costs of the program.
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The appropriation recommended con-
tinues available in 1961 the program pro-
vided for 1960, the appropriations for
which represent an increase of 150 per-
cent over funds provided for this pur-
pose in 1952.

EXTENSION SERVICE

The sum of $55,715,000 has been in-
cluded in the bill for 1961 for payments
to States and Puerto Rico, an increase of
$2 million over funds provided for fiscal
year 1960.

The budget request proposed an in-
crease of $2,865,000 for additional per-
sonnel to strengthen and expand the
rural development program. The in-
crease was requested for additional per-
sonnel, to provide rural development
help in new areas similar to the work
now being carried on in about 200 coun-
ties. The committee agrees that some
attention should be given to this need
in the other counties of the Nation not
now covered. It feels, however, that the
work should be performed by the regular
extension agents and work force in such
counties. - It does not feel that the
building up of a separate organization
or additional staff to carry on this ac-
tivity is advisable. The committee has
therefore provided $2 million for such
regular extension workers as may be
needed in counties which desire to set
up this program.

A number of States have used the sub-
stantial increases made in this item in
recent years for additional personnel at
the State and county levels. Many of
these States have failed to maintain the
salaries of county agents at a level com-
parable with agents in other States. In
such States, the funds in this bill should
be used for the present number of em-
ployees at the county level to place sal-
aries at a level comparable with other
States. Testimony before the commiftee
indicates that salary increases are
needed in 22 States to maintain com-
parable levels. Further, the dispropor-
tionately large amount which has been
used for specialists at the State level in
recent years would indicate that further
increases for that purpose are not war-
ranted at this time.

In discussing economic conditions in
agriculture with the Director of the Ex-
tension Service during the hearings this
year, the lack of interest by young peo-
ple in farming as a means of livelihood
was considered. It is significant to note
the gradual decline in agricultural stu-
dents. Department figures found on
page 527, part 1, 1961 hearings, show
that only 31,722 out of 411,437 under-
graduate students in the Nation were
enrolled in agricultural courses in 1959,

For retirement costs for extension
agents, the bill includes $5,875,000 for
fiscal year 1961, an increase of $200,625
over 1960 funds and a decrease of $86,000
in the budget estimate. The additional
funds allowed will be required to cover
the Federal share of retirement costs for
the increased funds allowed for county
extension workers.

The committee recommends $2,490,-
000 for penalty mail costs of State ex-
tension directors and county extension
agents during 1961, as authorized by law.
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This is approximately the same amount
as was provided for fiscal year 1960.

The Federal Extension Service pro-
vides for leadership, counsel and assis-
tance to the 50 States and Puerto Rico.
As of November 30, 1959, there were 238
employees in this organization, 231 of
whom were stationed in Washington.

An appropriation of $2,255,000 is pro-
posed for fiscal year 1961. This amount
provides an increase of $12,460 over 1960
for employee health benefit costs. It is
a reduction of $137,660 in the budget
estimates.

FARMER COOPERATIVE SERVICE

The Service carries on its work through
three program divisions—Marketing,
Purchasing, and Management Services.
On November 30, 1959, the Service had
110 employees, all stationed in Washing-
ton.

The sum of $620,000 is recommended
for the coming fiscal year. This includes
an increase of $4,200 for employee health
benefit costs. It is a reduction of $24,650
in the budget estimate.

SO0IL CONSERVATION SERVICE

During the current fiscal year, soil
conservation assistance has been pro-
vided for 30 new districts which have
come into existence. It is expected that
an additional 20 districts will be organ-
ized in 1961, which will bring the total
to 2,911 distriets by June 30, 1961.

The committee recommends an ap-
propriation of $83,132,000 for the coming
year, an increase of $810,000 over the
1960 appropriation and an increase of
$250,000 over the budget estimate. Of
the increase over 1960, $600,000 is re-
quired to cover employee health benefit
costs. This is offset by a transfer of
leasing costs of $40,000 to the General
Services Administration. The balance
of the increase, $250,000, is provided to
meet the increasing needs for techniecal
assistance, particularly for the 20 new
districts expected to be organized next
year.

For watershed protection, the bill
carries an appropriation for 1961 of
$32 million. During the 1960 fiscal year,
a total of $32,276,964 is available for this
program, including an appropriation of
$22,750,000 and a carryover of unused
funds from fiscal year 1959 of $9,526,964.
The amount of $32 million included in
this bill, therefore, will make available
approximately the same amount for
fiscal year 1961. The amount is s ‘flicient
to restore the planning funds available
in 1960 and to finance a total of 42
planning parties during the next year.

Testimony before the committee in-
dicates that more than 1,200 communi-
ties throughout the Nation have re-
quested help in developing watershed
plans. It further shows that assistance
has been authorized for about 500 of
these, that some 200 plans have been ap-
proved, and that construction has
started on about half of these. In view
of the large number of applications still
awaiting plans, and in view of the large
number of approved projects awaiting
construction funds, the committee has
increased the watershed protection funds
above the amounts requested. In the
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opinion of the members of the commit-
tee, the amount of interest in this pro-
gram in all areas of the country, and
the urgent need for increased attention
to the conservation of the soil and water
resources of this country, warrant even
larger amounts than those recommended
in the bill.

For the flood prevention work in the
11 major watersheds authorized by the
Flood Control Act of 1944, the committee
has included an appropriation of $18
million, the same as provided for fiscal
year 1960.

Legislation just enacted authorizes
additional works of improvement in
accordance with the provisions of sec-
tion 4 of the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act in connection with
the 11 watershed improvement programs
provided for by the Flood Control Act
of 1944, It also authorizes the making
of loans to cover the local share of both
the flood prevention and non-flood pre-
vention features of these 11 watersheds.
Therefore, language has been included
to make the flood prevention appropri-
ation available for these purposes.

As pointed out in last year’s report,
the work under this program has lagged
far behind that envisioned when the
program was initiated in 1944. It now
appears that this flood prevention work,
which was originally estimated to take
15 years to complete, will take 40 years
or more to complete at the present rate
of progress. If slowed down even more,
as proposed in the 1961 budget, this time
could be extended another 10 years.

Floods in the United States cause
damages of more than $1 billion per
year. The Department of Agriculture
estimates that about 56 percent of all
these damages occur in upstream water-
sheds, primarily to agricultural inter-
ests. It is estimated that the 212 ap-
proved Public Law 566 projects covering
12.5 million acres will reduce average
annual flood damages of $16 million by
78 percent. In the 11 authorized flood
prevention watersheds covering 30 mil-
lion acres, the programs, now 30 percent
installed, will reduce the $40 million an-
nual flood bill by more than three-
fourths when completed.

The severe April-June 1957 floods in
Texas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas caused
$159 million damages in upstream water-
sheds alone. Small watershed programs
completed on less than 2 percent of the
area prevented losses of more than $2
million. If all upstream watersheds had
been treated, 70 percent of the losses
equal to $109 million could have been
prevented. Even though 56 percent of
total flood losses occur in upstream
watersheds, Federal appropriations have
provided about $63 for flood control on
main streams to every $1 for upstream
watershed flood prevention.

For the Great Plains conservation
program, the bill includes the full budget
estimate of $10 million for fiscal year
1961. This will permit the continuation
of the program at the 1960 level of
operation.

Mr, BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield on that
point?
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Mr. WHITTEN. Iyield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. In regard to
the money for watershed protection
projects, does the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi now feel that the amount ap-
propriated in this bill is adeguate to
carry on the program for the projects
that have been approved already or are
in the final planning stages?

Mr. WHITTEN. I think so; all things
considered. In this area, frankly, we
could probably use, if we had the per-
sonnel, several times the amount of
money in this bill. But we have tried
to be practical. We restored $7,250,000
to bring the amount of money up to this
year’s level. We restored the money that
we felt was necessary to carry on these
projects, those that are completed and
ready to go. We restored money for the
planning parties so that they could pro-
ceed with planning. Within limitations
that we thought were sound and sensible
we restored as fully as we could the
moneys we thought were necessary. And
it took a good deal of money to bring
them up, because they had been cut.

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM

An appropriation of $242 million is in-
cluded in the 1961 bill for payments
earned under the program authorized in
the 1960 Appropriation Act. This
amount, which is a reduction of $600,-
000 below the budget estimates, is be-
lieved to be adequate to meet all com-
mitments under the 1960 program. The
amount recommended is the minimum
which must be provided, however, since
commitments under the 1960 program
authorization are binding upon the Gov-
ernment and the Congress.

The committee also has restored the
authorization for the 1961 program to
the $250 million level. This is the fifth
time since 1952 that the budget has pro-
posed to reduce the size of this program.
In every year but one, Congress has re-
stored the full $250 million level of oper-
ations. Declining farm income makes it
imperative that the Nation continue this
program to prevent further depletion of
the Nation’s soil.

As has been pointed out in prior years,
this program provides the primary finan-
cial support for the entire conservation
effort of the Department. The program
has about 1% million participants each
year, which represents 25 percent of all
farming units in the United States.
Further, it gets conservation work done
at much less cost to the Government
than other programs such as the con-
servation reserve and the Great Plains
program. The average ACP payment
per participant is less than $250 and the
cost per acre averages about 60 cents,
as compared with payments under the
Great Plains program of $4,000 per
farmer and $2 per acre.

The budget proposes the elimination of
the proviso inserted last year placing re-
strictions on the distribution of ACP
funds among counties. It will be re-
called that this language is designed to
prevent changes in fund allocations as a
means of forcing the elimination of prac-
tices which might otherwise be included
by a county in its list of approved prac-
tices. The committee has retained the
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language for 1961, It is of the opinion
that State committees can make changes
from 1958 allocations on a reasonable
basis by exercising their authority to
reallocate funds among counties as fund
requirements change.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

An appropriation of $43,153,000 is reec-
ommended for 1961, including $16,315,000
for marketing research and agricultural
estimates and $26,838,000 for marketing
services. The amounts proposed are
$11,100 over the budget estimate and
$1,685,900 over the 1960 appropriation.

The increase provided for the market-
ing research and agricultural estimates
appropriation includes $750,000 to initi-
ate a long-range program to improve
crop and livestock estimating services;
$50,000 to provide for agricultural esti-
mating services in Hawaii and Alaska;
and $102,500 for employee health benefit
costs.

The increase for marketing services
provides $50,000 for more effective super-
vision of grain inspection; $40,000 to
strengthen enforcement of the Federal
Seed Act; $31,000 for initiation of market
news services in California and Louisi-
ana; $500,000 for additional poultry in-
spection; and $207,600 for employee
health benefits. These are offset by a
reduction of $45,200 due to transfer of
leasing costs to the General Services
Administration.

A total of $10,796,000 has been in-
cluded for poultry inspection during the
coming fiscal year. This is an increase
of $500,000 over funds provided for 1960
to be used to provide inspection at poul-
try products processing plants as deemed
by the Department to be necessary to the
protection of public health. This action
has been taken by the committee in order
to provide additional protection to the
consumers of the Nation.

Considerable testimony has been re-
ceived by the committee indicating the
need for additional research funds for
this agency to expand cotton quality
evaluation research at Clemson, S.C., and
Lubbock, Tex,, and to undertake addi-
tional types of research to improve cot-
ton fiber, to develop improved instru-
ments for measuring cotton quality, and
to learn more about how cotton fiber
performs during the weaving and finish-
ing processes.

The committee is unable fto provide
additional funds at this time for this
purpose. It recognizes the importance
of this problem, however, and feels that
work along these lines should be under-
taken during the next year. It recom-
mends, therefore, that the addifional
work proposed at Clemson and Lubbock
be undertaken by the redirection of funds
from present research on costs and mar-
gins of marketing cotton, and cottonseed
economic studies and evaluations. It
further recommends later in this report
that basic fiber research, instrument de-
velopment, and studies of weaving and
finishing facilities be undertaken on a
contract basis through the use of Com-
modity Credit Corporation funds avail-
able for research purposes.

For payments to States and
sions, the full budget estimate of $1,195,-
000 is recommended for the coming fis-
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cal year. This is the same amount as
appropriated for fiscal year 1960. Pay-
ments under this appropriation are
made on a matched fund basis to State
and territorial marketing agencies for
programs designed to get into practical
use improved methods and practices in
the marketing of farm produects.

For the school lunch program, the
committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $110 million for fiscal year 1961.
This is the full budget estimate and is
the same amount as appropriated for
1960. In addition, the committee
recommends the transfer of $45 million
from section 32 funds to be used to pur-
chase meats and other foods needed
to provide balanced school lunches. This
will provide a minimum of $155 million
for this program for 1961, which should
also be supplemented by other transfers
of surplus foods from sections 32 and
416.

This program provided noonday meals
to over 30 percent of the Nation's 39,-
480,000 school children in 1959. The
program served an average of over 10.7
million children during the 1959 school
year, with a peak participation of over
12 million in 1 month.

Total funds spent for school lunches
and the special milk program during the
current fiscal year, including Federal,
State, and local contributions, and com-
modities furnished from Federal sources,
are estimated at $1.077 billion. This
represents a sizable market for agri-
cultural produects and is an important
contribution to the health and welfare
of the Nation's school children.

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE

The budget estimate provides a total
of $7,176,300 for this activity during the
coming fiscal year. Of this amount,
$4,637,300 is requested as a direct appro-
priation and $2,539,000 is requested as
a transfer from section 32 funds.

The committee recommends funds for
fiscal year 1961 of $6,940,000, an increase
of $928,700 over 1960 funds and a de-
crease of $190,300 in the budget esti-
mate. Of this amount, $4,447,000 is pro-
vided by direct appropriation and
$2,493,000 is provided by transfer from
section 32. The increase includes an
additional $800,000 to cover by direct
appropriation for the first time certain
attaché expenses paid in prior years
from foreign currency allocations;
$110,000 for new attaché posts in several
Eastern European and north African
countries; and $18,700 for employee
health benefits.

The foreign currency appropriation,
which appears in the 1961 bill for the
first time, provides funds for the pur-
chase of foreign currencies for purposes
for market development under section
104(a) of Public Law 480 and participa-
tion in agricultural and horticultural
exhibitions under section 104(m) of that
act. Heretofore funds have been used
for these purposes from Budget Bureau
allocations rather than annual congres-
sional appropriations.

An appropriation of $14,621,000 is rec-
ommended for fiscal year 1961, an in-
crease of $8,777,622 over funds avail- .
able for 1960. As explained in connec- :
tion with a similar item under the Agri-
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cultural Research Service, the commit-
tee feels that the use of these foreign
currencies for the expansion of foreign
markets for U.S. agricultural commodi-
ties, as intended by Congress when Pub-
lic Law 480 was adopted, is of primary
importance.

These appropriations are intended to
give effect to the legislative policy estab-
lished by the Congress in section 104(a)
of the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act, which directs (1)
that there be set aside for market devel-
opment purposes from sales proceeds
and loan repayments an amount not less
than the equivalent of 5 percent of the
total sales made under title I after Sep-
tember 29, 1959; and (2) that special
effort be made in entering into sale and
loan agreements to provide for sufficient
convertibility to obtain the currencies
needed for use in countries which offer
a reasonable potential of becoming dol-
lar markets for U.S. agricultural com-
modities,

The countries which offer the best
market possibilities are frequently those
where sales are made for dollars rather
than for foreign currencies under Public
Law 480. Therefore, foreign currencies
are not always available in those coun-
tries where most needed. The fundsap-
propriated by this paragraph are not
restricted to the purchase of currencies
in those countries which have excess
currencies or which may be classified by
the Bureau of the Budget as excess to
other uses. Such funds may be used to
purchase the currencies of the countries
where market potentials exist or to pur-
chase currencies which are convertible
into the currencies of such countries.

In order to make certain that foreign
currencies are available in those coun-
tries which market potentials and where
market development work is most likely
to be effective, the committee has in-
cluded language in the bill to set aside
currencies for this purpose as provided
by the amendment to section 104(a) of
Public Law 480 adopted last year.

COMMODITY EXCHANGE AUTHORITY

The bill carries an appropriation of
$930,000 for fiscal year 1961. This is a
reduction of $11,325 in the budget esti-
mate. The increase of $20,500 includes
$14,000 to expand investigations of
abuses and unlawful market practices,
and $6,500 for employee health benefit

Recent investigations of trading on
three different commodity exchanges
have revealed rather widespread trade
practice violations on each of them.
The increase proposed will permit more
frequent investigations of these markets
and more effective enforcement of the
Commodity Exchange Act.

COMMODITY STABILIZATION BERVICE

For acreage allotments and marketing
quotas, the full budget estimate of
$40,135,000 is provided for 1961. This
is a decrease of $400,000 below funds
provided for fiscal year 1960, including
$1,400,000 appropriated in the Second
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1960.

In addition to other activities of this
program, the funds allowed will enable
the Department to check up to 75 per-
cent of the upland cotton crop during
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fiscal year 1961 as a basis for issuance of
marketing certificates, as required by
law.

For the sugar act program, the com-
mittee recommends the full budget esti-
mates of $74,500,000 for 1961, an in-
crease of $3 million over the 1960 appro-
priation. This increase for mandatory
payments to sugar producers is based
on a projected increase of 287,500 tons
of sugar in 1960 over 1959 production.

An appropriation of $310 million is
provided to pay off obligations incurred
under 1960 and prior year conservation
reserve programs. This is a reduction
of $51,783,000 below the budget estimate
and is $25 million below funds provided
for fiscal year 1960.

Justifications presented to the com-
mittee indicate that a balance of $30
million of prior year appropriations will
be available in 1961 for payments to
producers. The 1961 appropriation has,
therefore, been reduced by this amount,
Further, funds included for Commodity
Stabilization Service operating expenses
at the national, State, and county levels
appear to be overstated in the budget
and have been reduced accordingly,

In a report released last December,
the Comptroller General of the United
States stated that 5.4 million acres, or
23 percent of the land retired under the
conservation reserve had no history of
crop production in prior years. He
further stated that, based on a national
average rental rate of $10 per acre, the
payments on such land have amounted
to $54 million annually, or about $270
million over the 5-year average life of
the contracts, The committee is grati-
fied to learn that, beginning with the
1960 contracts, greater restrictions have
been placed on eligibility requirements
for land placed in the conservation re-
serve, It is disappointed and shocked
by the fact, however, that such large
sums of money have been expended
without real reduction in production.

In view of the findings of the Comp-
troller General, the committee contem-
plates that the Department will review
all contracts now in force and will use
every means available to recover in such
cases. Where there have been misrep-
resentations as to prior production rec-
ords, or other substantial misrepresenta-
tions, contracts should be canceled and
money erroneously paid should be re-
covered. Where contracts represent a
bad financial arrangement for the Gov-
ernment, even though valid, efforts
should be made to work out a cancella-
tion arrangement and settlement in or-
der to avoid further expense to the Gov-
ernment. In expectation of some sav-
ings from such an effort, the committee
has reduced the 1961 appropriation an
additional $20 million,

The legislative authorization for this
program expires at the end of the cur-
rent year. Therefore, no authorization
is included in the bill for a 1961 conserva-
tion reserve program.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORFORATION

The 1961 bill carries an appropriation
for this program of $6,376,000, which is
the same amount as was provided for
the current fiscal year.

In addition, authority is provided for
the Corporation to spend $2,630,000 from
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its premium income for administrative
costs in fiscal year 1961. This provides
an increase over 1960 of $300,000. Em-
ployee health benefit costs will require
$31,400 of this amount. The balance is
required to expand this program to
35,000 new crops and 15 new counties in
the coming year.

The program is operating in 865 coun-
ties in fiscal year 1960 and is expected
to be extended to 880 counties in 1961.
The program for 1961 contemplates
425,000 crops insured as compared to
390,000 in 1960. During the 11 years
that the program has been operating on
a limited experimental basis, premiums
have exceeded indemnities by about $2
million.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

The 1961 budget proposed authoriza-
tions of $110 million for electrification
loans and $80 million for telephone loans.
No contingency fund was included. The
committee recommends the full budget
estimate for both programs. It further
recommends a contingency fund of $50
million for each program.

It is estimated that the Department
will begin fiscal year 1961 with $235 mil-
lion of electrification applications on
hand and will receive further applica-
tions during 1961 of $217 million, mak-
ing a total of $452 million for consider-
ation in 1961. It is further estimated
that $110 million of prior year loan
funds will be carried over into fiscal year
1961. This carryover, plus the $160
million recommended in this bill—in-
cluding the contingency fund—will pro-
vide a total of $270 million to meet this
need in 1961. A total of $245 million of
electrification loans are expected to be
made in the current fiscal year.

For the telephone program, it is esti-
mated that applications totaling more
than $135 million will be on hand at
the beginning of fiscal year 1961 and
that additional applications of $120 mil-
lion will be received during the year,
making total applications of $255 mil-
lion for consideration in 1961. The
amount provided in the bill, $130 mil-
lion—including the contingency author-
ization—will meet about half of this
need. Telephone loans will total $105
million in fiscal year 1960. There will
be no carryover of 1960 telephone loan
funds into 1961 fiscal year.

Collections on electrification loans in
1960 are expected to be $157 million.
This amount should be even larger in
fiscal year 1961, and should equal or ex-
ceed the $160 million authorized for
loans in the bill for 1961. The repay-
ment record of this program is still
amazingly good, despite low farm in-
come. Delinquencies of more than 30
days are only $400,000—about thirteen-
thousandths of 1 percent of loans out-
standing.

The full budget estimate of $9,632,000
is proposed for administrative expenses
for the coming fiscal year. This is the
same amount as appropriated for fiscal
year 1960.

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION

For the lending programs of this
agency for fiscal year 1961, the bill in-
cludes total loan authorizations of $227
million. This authorization includes
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$26,900,000 for farm ownership loans,
$197,100,000 for farm operating loans,
and $3 million for soil and water con-
servation loans. The amounts recom-
mended for ownership and operating
loans are the same as the amounts to be
loaned in fiscal year 1960. In addition,
the bill includes a $40 million contin-
gency authorization. Not to exceed $5
million of this may be used for farm
ownership loans and the balance is
available for the farm operating loan
program.

Evidence before the committee indi-
cates that credit for agricultural pur-
poses is very tight and that interest
rates are increasing rapidly. In many
areas of the country, commercial credit
is no longer available to farmers. If is
reported that some production credit
associations of the Farm Credit Admin-
istration are charging up to 8 and 9 per-
cent for agricultural credit, and the gen-
eral average appears to be between 6
and 7 percent.

These factors have forced many farm-
ers to turn to the Farmers Home Admin-
istration which was established to pro-
vide credit to farmers who had no other
source of credit. It is to meet this in-
creasing need that the committee has
restored the 1960 level for loans and has
provided the contingency authorization
mentioned above. The committee feels
it essential that this organization be in a
position to assist in the adjustment
many farmers are having to make due
to depressed conditions in agriculture.
The committee notes that the full $20
million contingency provided for 1960
has been used and more is needed.

Of the original authorization of $450
million provided in Public Law 1020 ap-
proved August 7, 1956, for farm housing
loans, an unused balance of $297 million
is expected to be available in fiscal year
1961. The Department estimates that it
will use only $25 million of this amount
in the coming year. The balance of the
authorization will be available, however,
if needed to meet unanticipated demands
for farm housing loans.

It has come to the attention of the
committee that this organization has es-
tablished two sets of standards for hous-
ing loans—one set for counties which
are participating in the rural develop-
ment program, and another set for the
other rural counties of the Nation.
Many of the members of the committee
feel that ecitizens of other than rural
development counties should have the
same opportunities and directs the De-
partment to change its practices and
procedures to that end.

The committee has approved $30,500,-
000 for the administrative costs of this
program for fiscal year 1961. This is
$244 750 less than appropriated for the
current year and $967,650 less than the
budget estimate. In addition to this ap-
propriation, this organization will also
have $1 million available in 1961 from
the farm tenant mortgage insurance
funds for administrative expenses.
Also funds for administrative expenses
are available from the disaster loan
revolving fund as needed. In 1960,
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transfers for administration of disaster
loans will exceed $3 million.

While the total loan volume of this
agency continues to increase due to re-
duced farm income, there are still a
number of areas where there are few
applications and little or no need for
FHA field offices. The administrative
funds have been reduced, therefore, with
the request that the Administrator re-
examine his field operations so as to
reduce or eliminate offices wherever pos-
sible.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

The sum of $3,358,000 is recommended
for fiscal year 1961 for this office. The
increase of $195,975 above the 1960 ap-
propriation is provided to meet the em-
ployee health benefit costs of this
organization and to handle the in-
creased workload related to the legal
work of the various marketing and
regulatory activities of the Department.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The committee recommends the full
budget estimate of $2,899,500 for the
coming year. This is an increase of
$18,500 over 1960, all of which is re-
quired to meet employee health benefit
costs in fiscal year 1961.

OFFICE OF INFORMATION

The bill for fiscal year 1961 includes
a recommended appropriation of
$1,478,000 for the work of this office.
This is an increase of $46,335 above 1960
funds, which includes $6,335 for em-
ployee health benefit costs and $40,000
to meet the increased demands on this
office for information services, ineclud-
ing, first, policy clearance and review of
processed publications; second, region-
alized radio tape service; and third,
cataloging and distributing agricultural
photographs.

Considerable interest has been ex-
pressed by Members of Congress and
others in the 1959 yearbook called
“Food,” in view of its appeal to city con-
sumers as well as agricultural people.
The demand has become so large that a
reprint appears necessary. It is esti-
mated that it will cost $180,000 for a full
reprint or $90,000 for half an edition.

The sum of $213,000 is included in the
bill for printing of an agricultural year-
book. The committee recommends that
half an edition of “Food” be reprinted
and that the number of copies of the
1961 yearbook on seeds be reduced to
permit publishing and release within the
remaining funds available for yearbook
purposes.

LIBRARY

The sum of $895,000 is proposed for
1961 by the committee., This is an in-
crease of $63,100 over 1960, which in-
cludes $6,880 for employee health benefit
costs and $56,220 for (a) processing gift
and exchange material and making it
available for use, (b) improving biblio-
graphic service, and (c¢) providing for
additional purchases of publications,

In order to meet the research needs of
the various divisions and agencies of the
Department adequately, some additional
staff is required to make books and pub-
lications in the library more readily ac-
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cessible and to assist scientists and re-
searchers in locating material needed.
Therefore, the committee has approved
tl.l;glincreases proposed in the budget for
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

The sum of $1,226,500,000 is recom-
mended for restoration of capital im-
pairment of the Corporation. This in-
cludes $632 million for realized losses
through June 30, 1959, and $594,500,000
for losses incurred through December 31,
1959. This is a reduction of $98,500,000
in the 1961 budget estimate.

A breakdown of the realized losses for
the fiscal year 1959, for which $575 mil-
lion was provided in the Second Supple-
mental Appropriation Act, 1960, and
$632 million, as included in this bill, is as
follows:

[In millions]
Price support program:
Basic commodities - oo 85667
Mandatory nonbasic commodities... 198

Other nonbasic commodities.._._ 46
Strategic materlals. -

Total, price sUpports. e e BO5
Commodity export program.._.__.. 132
Interest, administrative and other

4T R RS T e A S S 195
Special milk program.._- - 75
Total, realized 108868 - - ccoccaaa 1, 207

Data furnished by the Department
shows that $620 million—about half—of
this realized loss is for price support
transactions, The balance represents
payments to nonfarm people for stor-
age, transportation, administration, and
interest.

On March 16, 1960, the Department
proposed a lower rate schedule for stor-
ing price-support grain. Estimates
placed in the record, page 666, part 3,
1961 hearings, indicate that an estimated
$98,500,000 can be saved if this reduction
is put into effect. With the expectation
that the Corporation will reduce storage
charges as proposed and otherwise im-
prove storage practices during the com-
ing year, the committee has reduced this
item by the estimated saving of $98,500,-
000.

The basic charter of the Commodity
Credit Corporation contains authority
for research on commodities with which
it deals. One of the purposes of such
research is to minimize or eliminate the
losses on commodities in CCC invento-
ries. Information furnished the com-
mittee shows that CCC funds are now
being used for research on grain. In
1959, $146,575 was used for this purpose
and it is estimated that $142,100 will be
spent in fiscal year 1960.

The committee believes that the Cor-
poration should continue this type of re-
search, particularly with reference to the
major commodities. It also feels that
contracts to meet specific problems are
much more sound than an overall in-
crease of permanent employees for this
type of work. It believes, however, that
such research activities should be han-
dled so as not to incur unusually exces-
stve costs or endanger the market for
existing business concerns for any indus-
trial products involved.
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Appropriations totaling $1,443,634,000
are recommended to reimburse CCC for
the cost of these various special pro-

grams through June 30, 1960. The
amount recommended is an increase of
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$175,536,500 over the appropriation for
this purpose for fiscal year 1960. A fur-
ther breakdown of costs for fiscal years
1959 and 1960 and funds recommended
for 1961 is as follows:

1959 1960 1961
Project (1958 costs) (1950 costs) | (1960 estimated
costs)

International Wheat Agreement. 800, 000 $47,404, 779

Emergency famine relief to friendly peoples. 119, 270, 000 B, 601, 678

Sales of surplus agricultural commodities for foreign currencies. 1, 033, 515, 000 068, 016, 000

Graln for migratory waterfowl feed. . 18, 17, 363

Transfer of materials to suppl tal stockpile. 82, 250, 335 129, 000, 000
Advances to Agricultural Research Service for animal disease

eradieation activities. - 19, 390, 100 1,086, 192
Advances to Agrieultural Marketing Service for classing cotton

andfnulin{‘ b 1, 510, 870 608, 926

Unobligated bal. S 25, 412, 562

Total appropriation or estimate 1,336,754, 811 | 1,268,007, 500

As has been pointed out previously,
these activities are carried on outside of
the regular functions of the Corporation.
Its funds and facilities are used merely
as a convenient means of financing these
programs, They are not related in any
way to the price support program of the
Corporation.

The bill for 1961 includes an author-
ization of $44,726,000 for administrative
expenses of the Corporation during the
coming fiscal year. This is an increase
of $2,326,000 over the 1960 limitation and
is $3,702,000 less than the budget esti-
mates.

The sum proposed includes an addi-
tional $326,000 for employee health bene-
fit costs and $2 million to provide a con-
tingency reserve to enable the Corpora-
tion to meet unforeseeable increases in
workload during the next year.

The heavy workload volume of the new
cofton program which was begun in 1960
is expected to continue in 1961. Acquisi-
tions of grain in 1961 are estimated to
be heavier than in 1960 due to a 384 mil-
lion bushel increase in takeovers from
the 1959 corn crop; wheat loans, acquisi-
tions and disposals in 1961 are also ex-
pected to exceed those in 1960.

Since price support is mandatory for
many commodities, and the volume of
loans and purchases cannot be con-
trolled, the provision of a contingency
reserve as mentioned above appears nec-
essary.

FAREM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

The bill includes an administrative ex-
pense limitation of $2,480,000 for the
Farm Credit Administration for fiscal
year 1961, which is the amount included
in the budget estimates. The increase
of $170,000 over the 1960 limitation is
required to cover the full year cost of the
transfer of 37 employees from the Fed-
eral Land Bank payroll to the Farm
Credit Administration payroll author-
ized by the Farm Credit Act of 1959.
These are employees of the Farm Credit
Administration who have been paid by
the Federal land banks as a matter of
convenience. No increase in cost or
number of employees is involved.

The bill also inecludes language which
authorizes expenditures necessary in the
liquidation of the Federal Farm Mortgage
Corporation and the sale of its mineral

reservations. All Government capital
has been repaid.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. YATES. The committee’s report
on page 11 touching on storage costs
raises a question in my mind, and that
is this. Can the gentleman give any
reason why a limitation should not be
placed in this appropriation bill which
would require funds that are expended
to be used first for Government storage
of surplus commodities rather than per-
mitting it to go to private warehouses?

Mr. WHITTEN. It would be pretty
hard to reach what you are talking
about mechanically. This is a corpora-
tion that under the basic law has full
authority to operate as a corporation,
to sell and to buy. A limitation on the
use of administrative funds probably
could be worked out, but the Depart-
ment, after our hearings and after we
discussed our investigators’ report, on
March 16 announced it was cutting the
rates back.

We approached it that way because
there is such a wide variety of different
situations and different kinds of things.
We felt we were not in a position to
write out the details of a specific con-
tract in a specific area.

Then we implemented that by failing
to restore $98.5 million which they had
justified for carrying storage at the pres-
ent rate. I do think under the present
circumstances that is sufficient.

In our report we further told them
that under the law, which states that
they shall carry on an effective and ef-
ficient operation, we feel they should
keep Government warehouses filled first
in order to carry that out. I would say
that we have gone far enough for the
moment. If they do not carry this out,
I would certainly be glad to cooperate
with the gentleman next year to see that
it is done.

Mr. YATES. I am glad the gentle-
man made that last point, about using
Government warehouses first. I did not
see that in the report. The language of
the report on page 12 states:

It is the opinion of the majority of this
committee, in view of the obligation of the
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officers of the Corporation to protect its as-
sets and thereby the taxpayer, that these
actions do not constitute “effective and effi-
cient” conduct of the Corporation’s busi-
ness.

Does the gentleman indicate that the
inference to be drawn from this lan-
guage is that Government warehouses
should be used first before private ware-
houses are used?

Mr. WHITTEN. Let me put it this
way: If the Corporation owns a ware-
house and can keep its grain in its own
warehouse, certainly we do not think it
should keep its own space empty and
pay somebody to store the grain. At the
moment I do not see that in the report,
but it is in the report.

Mr. YATES. Stated specifically?

Mr. WHITTEN. Yes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. Iyield.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I read with a
great deal of interest the report on pages
11 and 12 with respect to storage costs.
Was this report made before the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, or whoever
it was, made the cut in storage cost to
eliminate the big profiteers and help the
little elevator operators in some States?

Mr. WHITTEN. This report was
written subsequent to the Department’s
original pronouncement. The course of
events was that our committee had an
investigation made. We took it up with
the Department on February 3, and on
March 16 they made their announce-
ment.

They called me and asked if we would
support them in bringing the cost down.
I said that I would for myself but I
could not speak for the committee. Be-
fore in the report we call on them to
cut costs. We give them considerable
latitude. We also mentioned farmer-
owned storage. The farmer has to take
his storage the first year. He has to
take that loss. So we wrote our lan-
guage in the report as support for the
announcement.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. We have in
Ohio small elevators. We produce a
grade and type of wheat that is not in
oversupply, but it is used for the making
of flour and the grain goes in and out
of these elevators rather rapidly. I am
advised that the average profit of the
elevator operators in Ohio is only be-
tween 4 and 5 percent. There has been
no profiteering. I am also advised, as
late as this morning, that the cost sup-
port cut of 19 percent on all elevator
storage rates will just simply close a lot
of the small warehouses—and we have
no large terminal warehouses in Ohio—
the small elevators, and the farmers will
have no place to take their grain.

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the
gentleman, we do not take credit for nor
do we underwrite the Department’s
method of handling this. For instance,
we see some sense in a uniform grain
storage rate for uniform warehouses.
Personally, I cannot see that you ought
to pay the same rate to a fellow who can
liquidate the total cost of his warehouse
in 16 months as one or two of them have
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done as to an established warehouse
that gives you full protection.

What we are trying to do is to point
out the things we think have been poor
business. We point out the law which
says this must be carried on in an ef-
ficient manner. That means pulling the
costs down but giving them latitude as
to how to do it. This straight across-
the-board cut, to my mind, is not the way
they should have handled it. But the
fact I differ with them is not surprising,
because I have differed with them many
times as the gentleman knows.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as I
may require.

GREEN ACRES PROGRAM

Mr. Chairman, I would like first to say
it is a pleasure for me personally to work
under the chairmanship of a gentleman
such as Mr. WaITTEN, of Mississippi, and
to be associated with a man like WarLt
Horawn, of Washington, By the way,
Jamie and I have been on this particular
subcommittee for 17 years. We are al-
most making a career out of it. We have
had the company of Mr. Horan there for
about 15 years and Mr. MARSHALL, an-
other very fine gentleman from my own
State, has been around for some 12 years.
Our able colleague from Kentucky, Mr.
NarcHER, has been with us on the com-
mittee for about 6 years and we have
two comparatively new members, our
colleagues the gentleman from New
York [Mr, SantanceELo] and the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. MicreL]. It isa
pleasure to work with these gentlemen.
I have always found them eminently fair,
and I want to preface the remarks I am
about to make by expressing my senti-
ments toward my fine colleagues on the
subcommittee,

DEPLORABLE CONDITIONS OF OUR FARM ECONOMY

Mr. Chairman, the deplorable condi-
tions of our farm economy discussed so
eloquently by the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN], who is chairman
of our Subcommittee on Agricultural
Appropriations, and the contents of our
committee report, together with the ac-
companying bill, should be sufficient
cause for the meost serious concern on the
part of every Member of Congress.

‘Words alone, written or spoken, cannot
fully and properly describe the plight of
several millions of farm people who dur-
ing the last 10 years have seen prices go
steadily up on the things they buy and
as equally steadily down on the things
they sell. Sleight-of-hand juggling of
farm income figures cannot conceal the
fact that our farm economy is in diffi-
cult straits and that the time for con-
structive and remedial action is long
overdue.

In the last 10 years our gross national
product has risen from $382 billion to
$480 billion; national income has gone
up from $217 billion to about $400 bil-
lion; labor income alone has climbed
from $175 billion to about $280 billion;
hourly earnings in all manufacturing
jobs have gone up from $1.46 in 1950 to
$2.28 today; and in virtually every seg-
ment of our economy, with the exception
of agriculture, we have seen similar rises
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and aside from a few chronically de-
pressed areas the whole Nation has

prospered.

But look at agriculture. Net farm in-
come stood at $13.8 billion in 1949 and
the latest report shows net farm income
has dropped below $11 billion. If there
was ever a famine in a land of economic
plenty, such a famine exists today among
the farm people of our Nation.

We expend a considerable amount of
money for various farm programs, many
of which are actually for the primary
benefit of consumers, but the one big
item which relates itself directly to farm
income is the appropriation to restore
the capital impairment of the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation.

The Commodity Credit Corporation is
the banker for our price support opera-
tions. For ready understanding of the
purposes of agricultural price supports
I might describe them as the equivalent
for farm people of minimum wage laws,
unemployment insurance, labor manage-
ment agreements, and so forth, for the
protection of labor income. Unorganized
and without the potent weapon of the
right to sirike, farm people must of
necessity look to the Federal Govern-
ment for a measure of assistance in their
efforts to obtain a fair and equitable re-
turn for their labor, investment, and
management ability., This we call
parity.

In the bill before us there is an item
in the amount of $1,325 million to re-
store the capital impairment of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and this rep-
resents the losses sustained in our price
support operations during the last fiscal
year. Last year we appropriated $1,-
435,400,000 for this purpose; the year be-
fore $1,760,400,000; and the year before
that $1,239,800,000.

In the last 5 years we have sustained
a total loss of $6,689,900,000 in our price
support operations, and in those same 5
years net farm income has dropped a full
half billion dollars. Although it should
be obvious to everyone that our programs
of price supports are not doing the job,
I shudder to think where our farm econ-
omy would be today if we had not pro-
vided at least this measure of protection.

As ranking member of the Subcom-
mittee on Agricultural Appropriations,
as a Member of Congress representing a
great agricultural district, and as a man
conscious of the fiscal implications of the
bill we bring before you, I must report
that the rise in costs to the public in
recent years has been accompanied by a
corresponding decline in farm income.
We cannot forever expect farm people
or taxpayers generally to support such
an inadequate and costly program.

Our subcommittee has been fully cog~
nizant of these negative developments.
Each year we have conducted extensive
hearings—this is my own 17th year on
the subcommittee—and this year you
will note that our hearings total more
than 2,500 pages in length. In all mod-
esty I believe I can honestly say that the
seven members of our subcommittee
know more about the detailed operations
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and of our farm programs than any
other group in Congress.
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I believe our subcommittee has taken
every conceivable action available to us
in our efforts to cut the costs of these
programs and make them more worth-
while to the farm people in whose inter-
ests they were first authorized. At the
same time, I believe we have exhausted
our capabilities and the frustrating ex-
perience of spending good money after
bad compels me today to bring this whole
problem before the Congress in the hope
that something constructive might come
of the effort.

COMPREHENSIVE NEW FARM RILL

On May 2 of this year I introduced a
comprehensive new farm bill—H.R.
12000—together with my able and dis-
tinguished colleague the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. His identical bill is
H.R. 12001. This bill was not casually
conceived nor was it lightly offered.
Speaking for myself, its provisions were
based upon many years of service in the
Congress, especially as a member of the
Subcommiittee on Agricultural Appro-
priations, together with virtually a life-
time of experience as a farmer, and as a
farm manager.

As a preliminary to the discussion of
our proposal, let us first take a good look
at the problem we seek to solve.

From the viewpoint of the American
taxpayer, the development of a solution
to the farm problem should have the
highest priority. Reluctantly but of
necessity I must report to the Congress
that we now have in Commodity Credit
Corporation accounts about $9 billion
worth of surplus agricultural commod-
ities. In the next fiscal year it will cost
about $600 million to store and handle
that wvast storehouse of agricultural
products. Added to this will be the
losses through deterioration, market
losses, shrinkage, and other factors lead-
ing inevitably to a loss to the Public
Treasury of probably another $1 billion.

As a practical matter, we have found
from experience that we cannot even
give away this multi-billion-dollar hoard
of agricultural commodities. In the bill
before us you will find another item of
$1,468,742,000 to reimburse the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation for various special
activities such as Public Law 480, the
International Wheat Agreement, and
famine relief to friendly countries. Tre-
mendous quantities of American food
have moved through church and other
charitable organizations from Govern-
ment warehouses into empty stomachs
around the world; additional amounts
of staggering tonnage have been sold for
local currencies which are near worth-
less to us; and we have thrown wide the
door of our food storehouse to needy
people both at home and abroad. But
it costs money to even give these stocks
away and from the viewpoint of the fax-
payer this $9 billion stockpile is and will
continue to be a most cost.ly burden.

From the viewpoint of the farmer we
purport to help, this stockpile of agri-
cultural surpluses is a two-edged sword
striking at the heart of his pocketbook.
In the first place, the level of farm com-
modity prices at a present average of
only 80 percent of parity together with
the farmer’'s proportionate share of the
total tax burden leaves the average
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farmer at the bottom of the economic
ladder. In the second place, the tre-
mendous accumulation of farm com-
modities in the inventory of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation hangs like a
dark cloud over the agricultural econ-
omy and eliminates completely any
hope for a rise in market prices for farm
products.

The proposal the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr, JEnsen] and I have laid before the
Congress is designed to meet effectively
and promptly both of these basic prob-
lems of accumulated surpluses and de-
pressed farm commodity prices. More-
over, we seek to accomplish these prime
objectives at little or no additional cost
to American taxpayers.

The ETeeén acres program we propose
contains numerous provisions previously
advanced by other able and distin-
guished Members of Congress. The pay-
ment-in-kind features, for example, may
be found in many bills now pending be-
fore the legislative committees. My co-
sponsor, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
JENSEN], along with his colleague, the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN],
some time ago introduced payment-in-
kind bills for corn. The distinguished
chairman of my Subcommittee on Agri-
cultural Appropriations, the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WaIiTTEN], and
my very able farm colleague the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. MARSHALL]
recently introduced bills to authorize
a payment-in-kind program covering all
feed grains and wheat.

After studying many of these con-
structive proposals and gaining from
them a number of worthwhile ideas, Mr.
JENSEN and I felt that something addi-
tional was needed to accomplish a bal-
ance between production and market
demands and the green acres feature
was conceived for this purpose.

Having crystallized our own thinking
on the general outlines of a farm
measure, we took the idea directly to
the farmers who would be affected for
their counsel before introducing a bill
and the farmers themselves gave us the
answers to several questions for which
we had been unable to find the answers.

I personally discussed the green acres
proposal with more than 400 farmers,
ASC committeemen, county agents, con-
servationists, livestock men, and others
representing a cross section of Midwest
agriculture. As a result of these discus-
sions, the initial idea was considerably
modified and several very valuable im-
provements were made. For example,
we were concerned about the collateral
effects our proposal might have upon
the livestock industry and I found the
answer in a suggestion made by an ASC
county committeeman at the last meet-
ing held on the subject.

The Andersen-Jensen green acres pro-
gram is in a major sense the result of
the combined thinking of a cross section
of farm people and the leaders of re-
sponsible farm organizations, and I want
at this time to acknowledge their help
and express my personal appreciation
for their contributions,

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
take a few minutes to describe briefly
the various sections of our bill.
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Section 2 of the bill provides for a
nationwide referendum to permit
farmers to determine for themselves
whether or not they want this program
to go into operation. Since every
farmer in the United States who pro-
duced wheat, corn, oats, rye, barley,
grain sorghums, soybeans, and flaxseed
would be immediately affected, all of
those producers who produced one or
more of these commodities in at least
3 of the last 5 years would be eligible
to vote in the referendum. If two-thirds
or more of the producers voting in the
referendum favored the program pre-
sented to them, it would be in effect the
following crop year and thereafter un-
less the Congress authorized and the
Secretary of Agriculture conducted an-
other referendum on this or a modified
program.

I will discuss the other sections of the
bill upon the assumption that the entire
program would be approved in the ref-
erendum. If farmers voted to the con-
trary, the entire measure would be
inoperative.

GREEN ACRES PROVISION

Section 3 covers the “green acres” pro-
vision and is the cornerstone of the en-
tire proposal. Beginning with the 1961
crop, all producers of the commodities
enumerated earlier would be required
to put at least 20 percent of their total
cropland under green cover. Farmers
would receive no direct compensation for
so doing, and they would be free to do
anything they wanted to with these
green acres other than the production
of nonconserving crops. They could
graze it, cut hay off of it, put it into
wildlife cover, and so forth. The prin-
cipal stipulation would be that it must be
under green cover and not in the produc-
tion of nonconserving crops.

The 20 percent figure in our bill is
not a precise figure which we have de-
termined to be the exact minimum crop-
land needed in green acres on each farm
to do the job. It is, however, the best
possible estimate we can make as to a
percentage reasonably expected to ac-
complish the objective we seek of balanc-
ing the production of these commodities
against consumer needs and market op-
portunities.

Because this is such an important
feature of the bill, you may be interested
in the basis for the 20 percent provi-
sion and some of the reasons for its im-
portance.

It should be obvious to all that Amer-
ican farmers are producing too much.
They were called upon to increase pro-
duction during the war years, and farm
programs in effect in recent years have
provided no alternative. We now have
in Government ownership $9 billion
worth of agricultural commodities and
it is costing us about $600 million a year
for storage and handling. We are sim-
ply producing too much and all previous
efforts to achieve the desired balance
have failed.

The best advice we can obtain to-
gether with our own study of official
statistics leads us to the conclusion that
we have nationwide about 32.6 million
too many acres currently producing
wheat, rye, corn, oats, barley, grain
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sorghums, soybeans, and flaxseed. This
is a composite figure which takes into
account an estimated deficit, for ex-
ample, of about 3.6 million acres of oats
and 0.9 million acres of flax last year.

the accuracy of this figure,
and we believe it is reasonably accurate,
the next step was to devise a sure means
of taking this much land out of pro-
duction at no cost to the taxpaying
public.

Nationwide we have about 430 million
acres of cropland now in production.
About 136 million acres of this cropland
is in hay and pasture, or 29.6 percent
of the total. However, this percentage
of total cropland in hay and pasture
ranges from a statewide average of 13.1
percent in Kansas, to 85.8 percent in
Vermont. North Dakota averages 15.6
percent of its total cropland in hay and
pasture: Washington, 18.9 percent:
Georgia, 20.2 percent; Montana, 20.8
percent; Illinois, 21 percent; Colorado,
21 percent; North Carolina, 22 percent:
South Carolina, 23 percent; Delaware,
23.1 percent; Texas, 24.3 percent; and
Minnesota, 24.3 percent.

Within the States the percentage of
cropland in hay and pasture also varies
widely. I have listed the States in as-
cending order up to and including
Minnesota because I have more details
about my own State. In my district, for
example, I have two big-producing coun-
ties which have an average of 7 and 9
percent of their cropland now in hay
and pasture. Obviously, the range with-
in these counties is from zero to a few
dairies with substantial acreage of hay
and pasture.

The point I want to make is that we
caleulated this as best we could and came
to the conclusion that 20 percent was
about as reliable a figsure as could be
determined without intensive study of
the latest census data when it becomes
available. Experts in the field gave us
estimates that ranged from a low of
about 15 percent to a high of about 25
percent and from this we conclude that
our 20-percent figure is fairly accurate.
In addition, we anticipate that hearings
on the bill would develop information
which would either confirm this figure or
lead to a more precise percentage for the
Ereen acres program.

It is our considered judgment that the
establishment of this minimum figure of
20 percent of the cropland on every farm
would probably raise the national aver-
age about 8 percent which would take
out of crop production about 34 million
additional acres. If so, and allowing for
the fact that a good farmer would often
select his poorer land for the purpose,
we believe we would be within striking
distance of balanced production.

MUST BE ABSOLUTELY ENFORCIBLE

One further point on this section.
Everyone we discussed this with advised
us that it must be absolutely enfor-
cible. To make it effective we have put
some real teeth into it by providing
a penalty of 50 percent of the total pro-
duction on any farm not in compliance
with the green acres provision. This
penalty would be in the amount of one-
half the value of the violator’s total pro-
duction the year of his noncompliance
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and we believe there will be little or no
noncompliance

Section 4 provides a vital incentive
insofar as farmers and our rural econ-
omy are concerned. Under this section
price supports on all the commodities
listed would be set at 80 percent of parity
the first 2 years, at 85 percent the next
2 years, and at 90 percent of parity
thereafter. If our calculations are ac-
curate, and we believe they are, the mar-
ket will rise steadily in the next few
years and the level of price supports
will follow it up. In this section we pro-
pose in 5 years to restore the general
level of farm commodity prices to the
level from which they have {fallen
steadily in the last 10 years. The step-
by-step increase will avoid sharp dis-
ruptions in our whole agricultural econ-
omy and we believe it is entirely prac-
tieal to move back up in this manner.

PAYMENT-IN-KEIND

Section 5 contains the provisions for
the liquidation of present surpluses; the
maintenance of an adequate supply for
the protection of consumers, world mar-
kets, and food-for-peace programs; and
the balancing of farm production in the
future. The payment-in-kind program
is to be entirely optional with the pro-
ducer, but we have purposely set the
rate at 80 percent of average, normal
yields to make it attractive to producers.
In addition, we have set a maximum of
50 percent of any farm which may be
temporarily retired from production in
the interests of farm families and the
local economies. I have never wanted to
see whole farms retired from production
for any reason and we propose to pre-
vent that in this program.

As one of the original coauthors of
the conservation reserve program, I have
consistently opposed the retirement of
whole farms via this program.

As is provided in most of the other
payment-in-kind proposals, our bill
calls for a complete retirement of the
acreage for which 80 percent of normal
yield certificates are issued. These cer-
tificates will be valued as of the time
of issue and will be completely negoti-
able. They can be used as collateral for
credit. They can be surrendered in ex-
change for CCC stocks. They may also
be sold to a neighbor or a local elevator
for cash. When finally surrendered,
these certificates would be exchanged
for surplus stocks owned by the Govern-
ment. However, these stocks would not
be eligible for price supports. The retired
land may either be put under protective
cover with ACP assistance, left black if
that is the proper thing to do from a con-
servation standpoint, or put under wild-
life cover. However, no harvest of crops
or hay would be permitted except in
emergencies authorized by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

There is also another payment-in-
kind feature in this section relative to
the “green acres” retired from grain
production under section 3.

To protect the livestock economy
against a flood of cheap hay, we au-
thorize an optional 25 percent of normal
yield payment.-in-kind for the complete
retirement of this land. This has been
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set at this particular rate so the farmer
who has livestock and needs the hay
can utilize his “green acres” and the
farmer who does not need the hay or
pasture can completely retire that land
in return for the 25 percent of normal
yield payment-in-kind. We also have
reason to believe that once the present
surpluses have been liquidated this fea-
ture alone might well serve to maintain
the balance in production we seek under
the terms of our bill. If so, the .otal
cost would be very low because of the
relatively low payment rate of 25 per-
cent.

In this section we also afford a meas-
ure of protection to the grain trade and
storage industry by directing that com-
modities redeemed with payment-in-
kind certificates shall to the maximum
extent practicable be from CCC stocks
in bin sites or other Government facili-
ties before withdrawing from commer-
cial warehouse facilities. In addition,
I would like to report that our Agricul-
ture Appropriations Subcommittee held
several meetings in the Midwest on the
storage question and we were told by
responsible country elevator operators
that they very much preferred the move-
ment of free grain to the storage of
CCC stocks as the trade in free grain
is more profitable to them.

From our inquiries we came to the
conclusion that the elevators will find
the inereased supply of grain in trade
channels more to their liking than long-
term storage of Government stocks.

This section includes the usual penalty
for violations equal to forfeiture of all
payments and an additional penalty
equal to 50 percent of the amount
otherwise due.

Section 6 provides that the acreage
diverted either into green acres or by
payment in kind shall be in addition to
any acreage already in the conserva-
tion reserve. In other words, if part of
a farm is now in the conservation re-
serve the balance of the farm would be
considered as an entity for the purposes
of this legislation and the green acres
would have to come out of the remain-
ing cropland in production.

Section 7 assures producers eligibility
for ACP cost-share payments on their
entire farms, including the green acres
iindd land diverted under payment in

nd.

Section 8 provides that the proposed
program shall be administered by the
farmer-elected committees which are
already in existence.

Section 9 directs the Secretary of
Agriculture to transmit annual reports
to the Congress in order that the opera-
tions of the green acres program may be
constantly reviewed. In addition, it
provides that any increase in the per-
centage of cropland required under the
green acres provision shall first be ap-
proved by Congress and then submitted
to producers in another nationwide
referendum. However, if we have been
reasonably accurate in the determina-
tion of this percentage, it is unlikely
that such action would be necessary at
any time in the near future.

Section 10 guarantees to cotton, pea-
nuf, rice, tobacco, and wheat producers
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that no terms of this measure shall in
any way affect their present programs
of acreage allotments, marketing
quotas, or price supports except for the
80 percent of parity price support floor
under wheat.

In the first place, I would not under-
take to offer legislation affecting these
commodities as I know there are better
authorities in the Congress representing
these particular producers. However, I
do want to call attention to the fact that
the green acres program would be of
considerable economic value to the
producers of cotton, peanuts, rice, and
tobacco, from the standpoint of higher
price supports for the grains they pro-
duce on their farms.

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARTS

That, Mr. Chairman, is a section-by-
section summary of the bill. I would
now like to call our colleagues’ attention
to the four charts we have prepared
which illustrate the prospective impact
of this proposal upon the production
and income of a representative 320-acre
midwestern grain farm. These charts
may be readily adjusted to various crops
as well as larger or smaller farms. The
320-acre farm is simply illustrative of
the program.

The first chart shows that farm in
virtually all-out production in 1960 under
the present program. You will note that
we have estimated 25 acres for buildings,
lots, roads, wastelands, and so forth,
and, to be conservative, have shown 35
acres already in alfalfa. On the balance
we show 160 acres of corn, producing
9,600 bushels, worth about $1 per bushel
this year; 59 acres of soybeans, produc-
ing 1,500 bushels, worth about $1.73 per
bushel; and 50 acres of barley, produc-
ing 1,500 bushels, worth about 70 cents
a bushel. In the lower left-hand corner
of the chart we show an approximation
of the surplus produced on that farm,
and these figures are based on the actual
percentage of each commodity now in
surplus production. On the right-hand
side of the chart we show the total gross
income in the amount of $13,800 for this
all-out production.

The second chart shows that same
farm in 1961 under the ‘“‘green acres”
program with 80 percent of parity price
supports. Since this is primarily a
grain-producing farm, we assume, as an
illustration, that the farmer will take full
advantage of the program. First, he will
have to put a total of 59 acres into the
green acres program. For this he may
elect to receive the 25 percent of normal
vield payment in kind for wildlife cover,
or 885 bushels of CCC corn. Then he
will be eligible to retire an additional
88.5 acres completely, for which he will
receive a payment-in-kind -certificate
worth 4,228 bushels of corn. On his re-
maining acres we assume he will plant
100 acres of corn, yielding 6,000 bushels,
with a price support of about $1.30; 27.5
acres of soybeans, yielding 825 bushels,
with price supports at about $2.25 per
bushel; and 20 acres of barley, yielding
600 bushels, with price supports at about
96 cents a bushel. At present rates of
consumption, this farm would not be
producing enough to meet current mar-
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ket demands, and we would begin to eat
into the surplus stocks held by the Gov-
ernment at public cost. From the in-
come standpoint, you will note that the
total gross income on that farm would
rise to about $15,856—an increase of
$2,000 above the previous year with
reduced costs of production.

In addition, may I point out in all of
these charts that the payments in kind
made available to producers would in
every instance assure that much mini-
mum cash income regardless of weather
or crop conditions. Since these certifi-
cates will be issued in the early spring,
this cash income will contribute greatly
to the whole rural economy and will help
insure against local economic disasters
as a result of crop failures.

Now, if you will refer to the third
chart, you will find that farm produc-
ing the same crops as shown on the
second chart, but this will be in 1963,
when price supports go up to 85 percent
of parity and the total gross income goes
up to $17,139—another $1,300 with no
increase in costs of production.

Then, if you will refer to the final
chart illustrating the situation in 1965
you will find that we have liquidated the
surpluses and that farm is back into full
production with 90 percent of parity
price supports and a total gross income
of about $20,766. Since the costs of pro-
duction are comparable with those
shown in the first chart for 1960 under
the present program, you can readily
see that the gross income on this farm
will have risen a total of about $7,000 or
more than 50 percent with no additional
costs to the producer or the taxpayers.
With the surpluses liquidated and supply
in balance the operator of this farm will
contribute to the total output approxi-
mately his proportionate share of the
market need and the 90 percent of parity
price supports will function as an orderly
marketing device at little or no cost to
the taxpayers.

Although farmers are at all times to
farm as they please under the “green
acres” program, it should be noted that
after the surpluses have been liquidated
there will not even be a payment-in-kind
program for those commodities which
are not currently in surplus. The green
acres provision will remain permanently
in effect, except for national emergen-
cies, to help maintain the overall balance
of production with the payments in kind
operating to adjust temporary imbal-
ances between commodities.

COST LITTLE OR NOTHING

May I also emphasize the fact that the
entire program proposed in our bill will
cost the taxpayers little or nothing more
than the costs of administration and the
release of surplus CCC stocks which are
worthless for all practical purposes and
are actually costing us about $600 mil-
lion a year to store. Ihave not had time
to calculate the savings that would be
accomplished under the terms of our bill
but I can assure our colleagues from my
years of experience on the Agriculture
Appropriations Subcommittee that the
savings in total costs would be enormous,
not to mention the nationwide benefits
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that would accrue from a prosperous and
healthy farm economy.

Since the green acres bill was intro-
duced last week, we have had a most
gratifying response from other Members
of Congress, spokesmen for farm organi-
zations, and the public as a whole.
However, some questions have been
raised relative to our contention that the
program will cost the taxpayers little or
nothing other than the costs of admin-
istration and I would like to discuss that
briefly.

In the first place, I do not believe the
costs of administration would be sub-
stantially increased over the level of re-
cent years because we will, by the opera-
tion of the proposed program, actually
reduce and eventually eliminate some
past administrative costs.

For example, the costs of care and cus-
tody of commodities in the bin sites
throughout rural America will be rapidly
eliminated by the distribution of these
stocks as payment-in-kind.

As indicated on page 754, part 3, of
our hearings, the current annual costs
to the taxpayers for handling of surplus
wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, and
rye were as follows: $717 million for
transportation, $105 million for receiving
and loading out, $415 million for 12
months’ storage, and $192 million for in-
terest at a rate of 4 percent on our total
investment in these commeodities. In
other words, in addition to the initial in-
vestment of $3!% billion in these five
commodities, we are faced with an annu-
al cost of another $1.4 billion bringing
our total investment in those commodi-
ties to better than $5 billion. With the
green acres program in full operation
there should be virtually no surplus pro-
duction and, if this were the case, we
could save the $5 billion otherwise in-
vested in the acquisition, storage, and
handling of these five commodities.

Now, a word about the liberal payment-
in-kind proposal in our bill. We have
purposely made it liberal and would be
willing to set it at a full 100 percent of
average normal yield except for the fact
that we want to reduce the quantity of
grain on the market by that additional
20 percent. We believe the 80-percent
figure will be a strong incentive for par-
ticipation, and that is what we want.

SURPLUS DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

We must not lose sight of the fact,
Mr. Chairman, that the $9 billion worth
of surplus agricultural commodities
owned by the Government are, for all
practical purposes, worthless. Before
anyone criticizes our proposal to release
these stocks to farmers via the 80 percent
of normal yield payment-in-kind route,
let me remind them that agricultural
commodities are not the only surpluses
owned by our Government.

In fiscal year 1959, the Federal Govern-
ment disposed of more than $6 billion
worth of surplus stocks other than agri-
cultural commodities. We sold $2.1 bil-
lion worth of surplus for a cash price of
$99.6 million. In addition, we sold as
scrap for $66 million another quantity
of surplus property which had an original
cost of about $4 billion. On top of that,
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we gave away by donations to health,
educational, and civil defense organiza-
tions some $229.5 million worth of sur-
plus property. In other words, in the
disposal of other surplus property owned
by the Federal Government we have real-
ized less than 3 cents for each dollar
initially invested and that is little short
of actually giving it away.

In the case of American agriculture, we
propose the exchange of surplus farm
commodities—already bought and paid
for—in return for a reduction in produc-
tion in the interests of our total economy.

If the Congress is genuinely concerned
about the plight of farm people, we offer
a practical and workable program in our
green acres proposal.

If the Congress is constructively inter-
ested in restoring the rural market for
commodities manufactured and proec-
essed throughout the Nation, we suggest
this means of raising the level of farm
income.

If the Congress shares our concern re-
garding the rising costs of acquiring,
storing, and disposing of surplus agricul-
tural commodities, we offer a means of
virtually eliminating that costly opera-
tion.

If the Congress recognizes the desir-
ability of maintaining necessary reserves
for the protection of consumers, for dis-
tribution to needy and deserving people
at home and abroad, and for the sta-
bility of our whole agricultural economy,
we present this proposal for balanced
production.

If the Congress shares our desire to
solve this costly problem of surplus pro-
duction which depletes our soil and de-
moralizes our economy, then we ask that
consideration be given at this session to
the Andersen-Jensen green acres pro-
gram.

The President in his message to Con-
gress on May 3, 1960, said:

I still believe that America’s farmers pre-
fer, as certainly I do, the development of
legislation which will promote progress for
them toward economic equality and permit
them the maximum freedom.

We respectfully refer the attention of
the administration to our proposal which
we believe will restore our farm economy
to its proper level and will do so within
the confines of tke President’s language
I have just quoted.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
yield to my good friend from Kentucky.

Mr. NATCHER. The American farm-
er has no better friend than H. CarL
AnpeErseN of Minnesota. It has been
my privilege and honor to serve with
this subcommittee for 6 years; and dur-
ing that time I have witnessed the in-
terest of my friend CARL ANDERSEN in all
matters concerning agriculture,

I want to commend the gentleman on
the fine statement he has made and to
inquire as to whether or not in the opin-
ion of the gentleman this is a sound bill
from the standpoint of conservation?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
thank my colleague for his very kind re-
marks; and I may say to him that con-
servationists have already approached
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the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]
and myself, and they have told us they
were delighted with this approach to the
farm problem. It is very definitely a
conservation program. That is my an-
swer to the gentleman.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
yield to my chairman.

Mr. WHITTEN. I wish to say to the
membership that in all the years I have
had the privilege of serving with our
friend, H. CARL ANDERSEN, no one has
worked more unceasingly for the inter-
est of American agriculture and the
American farmer.

CARL ANDERSEN knows farm problems
first-hand. He has had many years of
experience here, and in the dealings
with agriculture his interests have been
sincere and never political. I wish to
say to him that his bill which he has
50 ably discussed, in my opinion, would
be a very great improvement over the
laws we now have.

I do not want to make this comment
without including, also, our friend on
the Appropriations Committee, the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. JeEnseN], the
joint author of this bill. I have had the
privilege of serving with both these gen-
tlemen. I have served under the chair-
manship of CarL ANDERSEN, and it has
been said it did not make much differ-
ence which of us happened to be presid-
ing officer of the subcommittee. We have
worked through and through, and by
paying attention here to these two gen-
tlemen because they have sponsored
this bill, I do not mean to overlook other
members of the Appropriations Subcom-
mittee on my side: Frep MarsHALL, BILL
NarcHER, and Frep SaNTANGELO for they
are sincere members who are interested
in the work of agriculture and who give
some thought to the economy of the tax-
payers as well; nor do I want to overlook
my Republican colleagues on the other
side, the gentleman from Washington,
Wart Horan, and the gentleman from
Illinois, Bop MicHEL. They, too, have
this Nation’s interest at heart. I want to
say that this appropriation bill we have
before us today reflects the composite
views of this group trying its best to meet
the problems as we see them.

I congratulate the gentleman from
Minnesota and the gentleman from Iowa
for having made this very straightfor-
ward statement, in calling the attention
of the American public to the need in this
area and the fine work in the preparation
of their bill.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I sin-
cerely appreciate the remarks of my
chairman. May I call the attention of
the committee to the fact that it was
due to the efforts of Mr, WHITTEN, repre-
senting the minority, who joined me
when I became chairman of the subcom-
mittee and, we, together with Mr. Hope,
of Kansas, put into effect the pilot wa-
tershed program without departmental
or budget approval. This has now be-
come the small watershed protection
program. We commenced in this very
subcommittee the small watershed pro-
tection pilot program. My chairman had
the original nub of the idea and that is
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the way the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
JeEnseN] and I have developed this par-
ticular bill.

We are seizing on all the good ideas.
‘We have stayed back on purpose, we have
waited to see what other gentlemen pro-
duced, and we are trying to bring to-
gether in one package the suggestions
made by the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. MarsuaLL], the genfleman from
Iowa [Mr. Hoevenl, and others. We
have taken a number of good ideas from
other authors and built them around the
mandatory 20 percent that each and
every farmer in the Nation must con-
tribute as his share toward a profitable
agricultural economy.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
yield to the gentleman from Washing-
ton.
Mr. HORAN. I want to point out to
the committee that there is a crying
need for some approach to a solution of
our farm problem that we have before
us today. As our chairman of the sub-
committee pointed out in his remarks
we are picking up the tab for $481 million
for storage alone in this particular bill.
It is estimated we will pay out $612
million next year for storage alone, none
of which helps the farmer very much,
and it is estimated next year's expenses
in the storage field will be in excess of
$700 million.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Minnesota for at least coming out
with what I think is an idea that ought
to be studied fully. I may say to my
other colleagues who are interested in
wheat and a domestic parity that I am
attracted to the outline of a farm pro-
gram that is outlined in the report.

Mr., ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Will
not the gentleman agree with me that
we must approach this entire problem
of small grains as one? We cannot do
it piecemeal. We have found that out.

Mr. HORAN. I realize that there is a
conflict in commodities and that does
get in the way.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That
is correct. I might say for the benefit of
the wheat producers and the wheat men
in this Congress that every attempt is
made to help them. For example, in this
bill we do not say that a man once he has
a negotiable certificate in the Corn Belt
cannot pull out wheat stocks if he wants
it for feed, but it will be on a relative
price basis, not bushel per bushel. I
might also say that the 15-acre wheat
producers are not going to bother about
producing 15 acres under this bill. In-
stead they are going to retire it for pay-
ment in kind by taking out 30 percent of
their land, and they will pull back other
commodity stocks. It is going to help
every normal wheat farmer in America
to eliminate the 600,000 15-acre farmers
on a purely voluntary basis. It is going
to benefit everyone concerned.

The gentleman from Washington has
pointed out that this is one of the big
problems facing us today, and the gen-
tleman is absolutely right. Here it is the
middle of May and not a worthwhile
thing has been done for agriculture. We
are trying by pushing this to at least
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light a fire and get some action so that
back my way we will not have the dis-
consolate sort of economy we have today
and despondent farmers.

Why, that miserable bill passed here
2 years ago happened to deal with corn.
A lot of you gentlemen here voted for it.
Mr. CanvoN, Mr. BRowN of Missouri, and
I and the late Mr. Christopher got up
and fought it. We said: “Why reduce
the price of corn down to a disastrous
level and force the farmer to go out and
produce corn from fence row to fence
row to make a living?” Now, the only
friend I know of in Government or else-
where for that particular bill is Ezra
Benson. He is the only man who still
says it is good legislation. I fought then
against it and I will fight against any
principle utilizing our soil to produce 800
million bushels of corn or any other com-
modity that we do not need only to put it
in tin cans and bring about enormous
storage charges and consequent deterio-
ration. It is not a good program for the
wheat and corn producers in the Mid-
west. God help us if that is the best we
can do here. That is why I have taken
this hour today. And, this is the first
time I have taken an hour under this bill,
even though I have been the ranking
member on the committee for a good
many years. The time is getting late.
The hour is getting late. Let us remem-
ber that.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MARSHALL. I would like tocom-
mend my colleague and friend from Min-
nesota for the fine statement that he has
made today. I would like to also reiter-
ate that while we drew up the soil bank
bill and presented it to the Congress, as
my good friend has stated, it was never
our intention that entire farms be taken
out of production. It was our intention
that the production come out of the pro-
ductive areas of the country to bring
about a balanced agriculture. Further-
more, if I might say further, at the time
we were working on this bill, we asked
the Department of Agriculture for com-
ment on our bill. They sent in a report,
and it is interesting to note at this time
that they said that in order for that pro-
gram to be effective it would cost in the
neighborhood of $500 million annually.
Since that time we have spent over $2
billion on a program that is in effect now
on conservation reserve, which I person-~
ally do not agree with, because it has
taken out lots of marginal land. It is
not reaching the productive land of this
country. We had occasion to visit some
of the Midwest areas, and we know that
last year we produced a 4-billion-bushel
corn crop, the first time in history, in
this country. And, they have told us
that they were doing everything that
they could to add more corn acres in this
next year to the production. So I say
to my good friend and colleague and
Members of the House that next year we
will have increasingly more difficulty in
corn production, and 2 years from now
you can expect the Government to blow
its top off if we have anywhere near a
normal crop year. My good friend and
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colleague has recognized that, and he
has put in a lot of work on this proposal,
as has my good friend, the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. JENsEN], because both
of these gentlemen come from areas that
see what is happening to this corn and
feed production, and both have been
stalwart promoters of soil conservation.
They both know by experience that you
are placing a burden on the soil, rob-
bing the soil of the fertility to produce
commodities that we do not have need
for, and unless something unforeseen
changes that trend, it will wreck the
livestock and poultry industry in this
country.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
thank my colleague from Minnesota.
And, I say this, that he is absolutely
right in his reference to our first idea of
what the soil bank should be. The gen-
tleman will remember that he and I were
the first ones in the Congress to use that
term “soil bank” away back in 1954. It
has not operated along the line that the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Magr-
sHALL] and I intended that it should be
operated, but if it had, we today would
not be in the agricultural fix we are in.
We never intended that we should take
whole farms out of production and de-
stroy the economy of the small communi-
ties by too many of these farms going
out. We never intended that for a
couple of years, at least, the soil bank
program should be a field day for specu-
lators.

We thought we had a good idea, but I
do not care how good an idea is, Mr.
Chairman, if you do not have the proper
administration of any program you
might as well throw it out of the window.
We did not for the first 2 years, at least,
have the proper administration of the
conservation reserve.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say this fur-
ther. I do have hopes for the green
acres program because I know that the
present Secretary of Agriculture will
have nothing to do with its operation if it
becomes law. He has only a few months
left in office.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

lﬁr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
yield.

Mr. MARSHALL. I was going to say
that had the proposal that my colleague
and I made been put into effect, we would
not be facing the problem of a 9 billion
bushel surplus in stocks of Commodity
Credit, nor would we be paying around
$600 million in storage costs this year.
And that $600 million is more than that
program was estimated to cost to do the
igb when' the gentleman and I proposed

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I yield
to the gentleman.
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. First I want to
commend the gentleman for coming for-
ward with a bill. There have been so
many people who criticize ev
that comes up but they never come for-
ward with a bill of their own or with any-
thing constructive. Also I want to con-
cur in what was said by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MarsHALL] and in
the gentleman’'s own comments concern-
ing corn. We are going to have this year
alone from the 1959 carryover 600 mil-
lion bushels of corn. That is one-third
as much as was accumulated in all the
previous years put together. That is the
first year under this program that the
gentleman has been talking about.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Will
the gentleman further agree that in this
crop year 1960 the farmers of America
are going to put 85 million acres into
corn, and 20 million acres of that we have
no need for whatsoever?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Seed corn sales-
men just this weekend told me that they
have sold more than 5 percent more
seed corn this year than last year.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. The
gentleman mentions seed corn salesmen.
I had only three objectors among the
400 business people and farmers with
whom I discussed this proposal just 3
weeks ago back in Minnesota and Il-
linois. Two of those gentlemen were big
cattle feeders who do not produce enough
corn for their own needs. They honest-
ly said that they were afraid that corm
was going to go up and they would not
make quite so much profit. The other
gentleman was a seed corn dealer who
was afraid that he would not be able
to sell the amount of seed corn he had
for several years. But all three of these
men did not stop to look ahead into the
future.

Mr. Chairman, I want to close on this.
Unless we do something about this, the
beef cattle men are going to go down
with the feed grain people; there is no
question about it. Seven years ago I
said to Mr. Benson, “Don’t you realize
that cheap feed will eventually mean
cheap livestock?” He said that I was
wrong. But I think in the last year or
two he has come at least part way to-
ward my line of thinking.

The beef cattle men had better get
back of some proposal like this and not
insist on 75- and 80-cent corn unless
they want to see their whole operation
hit the economic skids.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say in con-
clusion why I am proud to have the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] join
me in the introduction of this bill.
There has been no man in the Congress
more interested in soil conservation
than has the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
JeEnsenN], All through this green acres
bill you see “‘conservation.” I am happy
that I have a man of his caliber standing
along with me urging the Congress to
adopt this proposed legislation.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
gioi: further to the gentleman from

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I do want to
say, however, that I wish I could share
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the gentleman’s optimism in the idea
that there is no one but Mr. Benson for
this corn program. I have found quite
a few among our colleagues.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. If the
gentleman will permit, let me say there
are perhaps a few other misguided
souls.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I have a few questions if the gentleman
will yield further.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I am
glad to yield.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. AsI understand
it, the gentleman does recognize that
lower price supports do not actually re-
duce production because he says you
should go to 80 and then 85 and then
90 percent of parity?

Mr. ANDERSEN of
Absolutely.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Also, as I un-
derstand it, you do not have any require-
ment on the referendum that one must
have been a producer of any certain
amount of a commodity.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Yes; 3
years out of 5, then that man has the
right to vote.

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. In what quan-
tity?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. If any
man produces wheat, corn, all these
other grains, and has a crop history of
3 years out of the last 5, then he is
entitled to vote in that referendum.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. What if I pro-
duce only 1 acre?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota.
is all right,

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Just any small
amount?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That
is all right.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. You can get
down to a few stalks.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Not if
you get down so far that you are not a
farmer. Our bill refers to producers.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. My point is that
there must be some kind of referendum.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That
is provided in our bill. I recognize and
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]
recognizes that certainly the legislative
Committee on Agriculture on a proposi-
tion like this will have to work it over.
There are many refinements to be made.
We do not hold any pride of authorship,
but we are holding up this green acres
provision as perhaps the answer to the
most vexing farm question that has been
before this Congress for years. Certainly
I would not anticipate that this bill
would be voted out without a number of
worthwhile amendments. I just hope if
it does come in it will maintain in it
that green acres mandatory provision,
because that in the first place balances
production that year with demand. It is
the heart of our proposal.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I understand ac-
cording to the gentleman’s charts here
he is proposing to reduce corn acreage
by 40 percent in the first year.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. No;
there is no such proposal.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The charts are
not in accordance with that proposal?

Minnesota.

That
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Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That
chart is merely representative of a half-
section grain farm much like my own
farm in Minnesota.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The point is,
you do have to get rid of the corn in the
bin?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. After
you get rid of the corn in the bin, then
the demand in the market is going to
take care of all the farmer can produce.
Remember, the green acres is still in
effect.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman
does not think any other program is
necessary, then?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. No.
The green acres will do the job out-
side of a small Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration stock that would take care of the
temporary imbalances. Sometimes you
might produce 100 or 200 million bushels
too much of corn. The price of soy-
beans would go up. Next year people
would go into soybeans or barley where
they could make more money. The
market would do much to balance pro-
duction, and a small payment-in-kind
program would help make the necessary
adjustments.

One of the most attractive features of
the green-acres proposal is the fact
that it would afford our farmers vir-
tually complete freedom in the opera-
tion of their farms.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11 minutes to
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN].

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, JENSEN. Iyield.

Mr. HALLECK. As one who raised
some question about that poultry inspec-
tion bill when it was before the House,
and concerned as I was that it would cost
a lot of money and it really was not
necessary for the protection of the health
of the people of the country, I would like
to have the chairman of the subcommit-
tee restate the proposition. Do I under-
stand correctly that inspections that
have been conducted—that no part of
those inspections has shown anything
that would be injurious to the public
health?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. Iyield.

Mr. WHITTEN. We have full inspec-
tion of the poultry that is handled at
time of slaughter. But the law as it
stands, beginning July 1, provides that
we would have to have an inspector at
every further processing plant where
there is a piece of meat in the package.
And 2 out of 300 have asked for that
inspection, because by getting that they
get a label. They would like the Gov-
ernment to pick up the cost of it.

Mr. HALLECK. What is that cost per
year?

Mr. WHITTEN. About a million dol-
lars. We have learned from the proc-
essors that they want it so that they can
get a label. But the law is compulsory.
It says we have to provide the money.
‘We provide it on this basis and we think
that in view of the record this is ample
to meet the needs.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. I yield.
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Mr. HORAN. We felt that what we
were facing was almost double inspec-
tion of products already inspected.

Mr. WHITTEN. Well, it certainly is,
as I see it.

Mr. HORAN. I think the House ought
to know that our total bill for meat and
poultry inspection is in excess of $33 mil-
lion a year, and it is an item that we
thought we ought to take a look at.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, at the
outset of my remarks I wish to compli-
ment the members of this committee for
the good job they have done in bringing
this most difficult bill to the floor of the
House in the condition in which we find
it today. It is a big job to initiate ap-
propriations for the Department of Ag-
riculture, especially under present cir-
cumstances.

I have served on the Commitiee on
Appropriations with all the members of
this committee, and I hold them all in
the highest regard.

I came to Congress with my very able
colleague from Minnesota [Mr. ANDER-
sEnN]l. We have worked very closely to-
gether on all matters pertaining to farm
problems, and every other problem that
affects the welfare of our country. CarL
ANDERSEN is a statesman of the highest
order. Also the very able gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WaITTEN]. I
know his heartbeat. I know he is sin-
cere in all of his duties as are the other
members of the committee. I hold them
all in high esteem.

I am very pleased especially about the
appropriations for Soil Conservation
Service and Watersheds, for the amount
of funds which the committee recom-
mends. America receives more present
and long-time benefits from this service
than from any other Federal agency. It
seems there are some folks in the De-
partment of Agriculture who are not
properly sold on the great value of the
Soil Conservation Service, because Soil
Conservation Service request for funds
is regularly trimmed down before it gets
to the Budget Bureau. Now I am certain
I speak for a great majority of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle when
I commend the committee for the
amount provided in this bill for Soil
Conservation Service. I have never been
accused by my colleagues of wasting the
taxpayers’ dollars, but I try not to be
pennywise and pound foolish.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
use the balance of my time to explain
our green acres farm program, which is
a new approach to the solution of the
vexing farm problem, which has, as you
know, been proposed by Congressman H.
CarL AnDERSEN, of Minnesota, and my-
self. Mr. ANDERSEN has just most ably
and correctly explained our bill to the
House in full detail.

Our plan is known as the green acres
farm program, and is the result of many
months of study, investigation and dis-
cussion with scores of farmers, farm or-
ganizations, farm editors, county exten-
sion agents, ASC and SCS officials, and
livestock feeders.

Our bills, which are identical, were in-
troduced on May 1, last. Congressman
ANDERSEN’S bill number is H.R. 12000, and
is HR. 12001. We are pleased to report
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that our bill has already met with much
nationwide approval.

In the time allotted me I will point
out the most important provisions of
our bill.

The cornerstone of our green acres
farm program is the requirement, after
approval in a single nationwide referen-
dum, that every farmer producing corn,
oats, barley, soybeans, flax, and all other
feed grains, and also wheat, in order to
qualify for the benefits under our bill,
must have 20 percent of his cropland in
grass, hay, or pasture, green acres, so to
speak.

To protect the livestock industry, every
farmer will be offered 25 percent of his
normal yield in payment-in-kind out of
Government surpluses if he completely
retires his green acres which constitute
20 percent of his total cropland, or he
can use his retired acres for pasture
hay, and so forth, and receive no pay on
such acres.

Farmers who already have 20 percent
or more or crop]a.nd under green cover
would bhe immediately eligible for the
green acres program.

Congressman ANDERSEN is the top mi-
nority member on the subcommittee
which appropriates for the Department
of Agriculture and all of its programs,
and I am next to the top minority mem-
ber on the full 50-member Appropria-
tions Committee. Both of us have con-
stantly advocated measures to conserve
our soil, and to increase the farm income.

Early this year Congressman ANDER-
SEN, Congressman Hoeven and I intro-
duced a payment-in-kind bill for corn
alone. It won much nationwide ap-
proval, and that acceptance led me into
this present collaboration with my
neighboring colleague, Mr. ANDERSEN,
himself a farm operator at Tyler, Minn,
I was raised on the farm, and for 24
years dealt almost exclusively with farm-
ers in the retail lumber business in Exira,
Iowa, my home, and since coming to
Congress I have worked closely with
farmers and can understand their
problems.

Congressman ANDERSEN recently spent
2 weeks in the Middle West meeting with
hundreds of farmers in all lines of pro-
duction, and with many other interested
people, and he is pleased to report that
with hardly a single exception they ap-
proved our green acres program, said it
was economically realistic and predicted
its success if made law, which we sin-
cerely hope it will be during this session
of Congress.

The best agriculture experis ye know
have assured us the green acres program
would in the first year bring about a bal-
ance between production and consump-
tion of these grains. The farmer would
make his green acres contribution in re-
turn for the other liberal benefits pro-
vided in our bill, and which would stabi-
lize all farm prices on a much higher
level.

To liquidate the huge price-depressing
surpluses now stored at huge cost, we
provide an additional payment-in-kind
equal to 80 percent of each farmer's
average yield for other cropland taken
completely out of production, not to ex-
ceed one-half of the whole farm. We
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can afford to pay the farmers liberally
for reducing production when such pay-
ment is made in kind. The participant
can either use such grain, or cash in his
Government certificate at his elevator or
bank.

Outside the green acres, our bill pro-
vides that each farmer could produce
any and all of these grains, and receive
a price support of 80 percent of parity the
first 2 years, 85 percent the next 2, and
90 percent thereafter. Both ANDERSEN
and I have been stanch supporters of
90 percent of parity for basic farm crops.
With no surplus production, this price
support schedule will cost the taxpayer
very little, as you can see, when com-
modities on hand are used in lieu of cash
outlay. The county ASC office has a his-
tory record for every farm in their re-
spective county, hence administration
costs will be about the same as at
present.

In a few years, after present surpluses
have been liquidated, American farmers,
except for their green acres, could go
back info full production with a parity
market demand for everything they
produce. We must always maintain an
ever normal granary as a necessary
reserve to protect the public against an
emergency.

Figures furnished in support of any
proposed farm program are convineingly
in favor of the green acre program.

Using a 160-acre Iowa farm, for exam-
ple, our best estimate of the average
gross income for 1960 under the present
farm program will be about $7,000. Un-
der the green acres program in 1961, at
80 percent of parity, we estimate the
gross farm income would be not less than
$8,000, with a reduced cost of production
due to the decreased crop acreage. In
1963, when price supports go up to 85
percent of parity, the same 160-acre
farm will again produce no surpluses and
we estimate a gross income of approxi-
mately $9,500. Finally in 1965, that
same farm should gross not less than
$11,000 due to increased prices for grain
and livestock, and will be back in full
production, less the green acres. Sup-
ports will be at 90 percent of parity.
Production will constantly be in balance
with consumption.

Farmers should have first priority to
purchase Government storage bins, as
such bins become empty.

This increased income is bound to
come, not only because of higher grain
prices, but also because of the higher
hog, cattle, sheep and poultry and egg
prices, which higher grain prices will
generate. - We believe hog prices, for
example, will hit a top of at least
$24 per hundredweight within a year
after our bill is made law.

It will not be difficult for every farmer
to calculate his increased income under
the green acres program by applying the
above figures proportionately to his own
operations; and remember our bill is
truly a family sized farm program.

We feel certain that within 5 years
after our bill is made law, the green
acres program will raise the average
gross income on Iowa farms 50 percent,
and in other States proportionately, be-
cause it will bring about a balance in
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production, will liguidate the present
surpluses, and secure for the farmer and
the rural businessman their fair share
of our national income.

Congressman AwpERsSEN and I, and
other proponents of our bill, have urged
the Agriculture Committees of Congress
to approve our bill and to bring it to the
floor of the House and Senate for early
consideration, and we hope for its adop-
tion during this session to assure its full
operation in 1961. Everyone who is in-
terested in the farm problem should
waste no time in letting their Congress-
man know the kind of a farm program
they believe will best solve this vexing
problem for them and for all America.
We feel certain that after a study of our
green acres farm program, it will be the
choice of the great majority.

Mr, ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota.
While we were formulating this bill I re-
call that often the gentleman was con-
cerned about any possible deleterious ef-
fect it might have upon beef cattle and
beef products.

Mr. JENSEN. Right.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. The
price of beef cattle and so forth. The
gentleman, of course, knows he and I
have agreed in our consultations on this
with other men that we put the support
price on corn up to $1.30 a bushel instead
of 98 cents, which is prevalent now in
western Iowa and Minnesota. This price
would make any farmer stop and think
whether or not he wanted to increase his
hog production because certainly no
farmer wants to produce hogs just for
the fun of it; it is a lot of work. I have
produced a lot on my own farm. Conse-
quently it would mean farmers are not
going to produce so many hogs as they
would with dollar corn in sight. Then
the goal will be about 5 million fewer
hogs a year instead of the much higher
number that will be produced in 1960.

The fact that 5 million hogs are not
produced in turn will help the entire
beef market. That is the conclusion we
have come to, is it not?

Mr. JENSEN. That is right. Natur-
ally, I am greatly interested in the wel-
fare of the hog and cattleman because
the district I have the honor to repre-
sent is one of the largest hog producing
and cattle feeding areas in the Nation.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. And
the gentleman’s district is also a fam-
ily-sized farm district?

Mr. JENSEN. Yes; and our bill is
purely a family-sized farm program.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. What does the gentle-
man'’s bill do with respect to foreign im-
ports of meat products?

Mr. JENSEN. I wish we could stop
that in this bill, but we cannot. That
is legislation not appropriations as the
gentleman knows we are not a legisla-
tive committee. I may say I share the
gentleman’s concern about the great
amount of imports shipped into this
country which is helping to depress
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farm prices no end. I am ready to raise
tariffs, and plenty, to protect not only
:;:; farmers, but businesses and labor

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SANTANGELO].

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman,
at the outset I wish to pay tribute to
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WaIT-
TEN], for his tremendous work on this
subcommittee and for the solicitude he
has shown to the members of the com-
mittee, and especially to me, not only
in the asking of questions in order to
educate a city member of the commit-
tee, but also to develop a program which
will be beneficial both to the farmers
and to the consumer.

I also want to commend the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. ANDERSEN], and Mr.
MarsHALL, who have taken a city boy in
tow in the rural electrification program,
in the rice paddies of Asia, and in the
pens among the hogs and the pigs and
the cattle in Nebraska and Illinois.
Likewise, I extend my thanks and ap-
preciation to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Narceer]l for his continual
assistance, and help and for the infor-
mation which is basic to farm problems
and which a city representative would
not normally understand.

I come to you to talk about a farm
appropriation bill and ask you to sup-
port it. I support this bill because I
believe that it is in the interest of the
farmer as well as in the interest of the
consumer throughout the United States.

As a representative from the city of
New York, I would like to speak to city
representatives who I know feel errone-
ously that there has been a giveaway
to the farmers and that the farmers are
getting rich in the collection of storage
charges of surplus grains. Insofar as
payments for storage are concerned, let
me state to you gentlemen from my ob-
servation and study of conditions in Il-
linois and in Iowa and in reading the
various committee reports, that it is not
the farmer who is collecting the high
storage payments. Those who are profit-
ing from the high and excessive storage
rates which are a disgrace fo this ad-
ministration and to the United States
belong to an industry whose profits have
been so abnormally high that a new
gang of “quick-buck” artists have en-
tered into the industry. Because of our
Government's guarantee of storage busi-
ness and administrative policies which
direct that grains be stored in commer-
cial bins instead of in Government bins
regardless of the availability of Govern-
ment bins, storage costs have zoomed to
$600 million a year. This Government
policy must be ended.

Perhaps in the past there have been
some farm programs which have been
wasteful and did not accomplish the
desired result. When we eliminated the
acreage reserve program, we eliminated,
in my opinion, a very expensive and
wasteful program. There are still some
wasteful farm programs, but as I see
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it, they are at a minimum. The com=-
mittee made some recommendations
along these lines.

This appropriation bill reduces the
request of the President’s budget totaling
$4,135,263,190 by $170,481,690 and recom-
mends the sum of $3,964,781,500. The
committee has decided not to restore the
capital impairment of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to the extent of $98,-
500,000. The committee has demanded
an investigation of the storage rates, ob-
tained such an investigation, and after
the report was submitted to the commit-
tee and discussion had with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Secretary of Ag-
riculture announced that despite the op-
position of the warehouse industry, that
it is reducing storage rates by 19 percent,
which will thereby reduce the total cost
of storage rates by $98,500,000.

I would like to point out to the city
representatives that this bill is approxi-
mately $4 billion. The farmer receives
direet price support, which is measured
by the amount we restore the capital of
the Commodity Credit Corporation. The
total amount of capital impairment
ment which we have restored in this ap-
propriation bill amounts to $1,226,500,-
000, which is the direct support which
the farmers receive in one form or an-
other. The remaining sum contained in
this appropriation bill is spent for bene-
fits which are mixed. Benefits which not
only the farmer, but also the city worker
and friendly foreigners receive.

The mixed benefits can be classified in
four categories. One is the improvement
and protection of the public health, such
as the inspection of meat and poultry,
where we have appropriated $21,562,000
for meat inspection and $500,000 more
than last year for poultry inspection.
We have, furthermore, the school lunch
program with its direct appropriation of
$110 million in cash and $45 milllion by
transfer of funds from section 32, in ad-
dition to transfer of surplus foods. We
also have, as you know, the special milk
program, costing $75 milllion, which goes
to many people on public assistance, and
we have donations of food supply to
needy folk.

A second category is the improvement
of international relations and in defense,
such as donations to needy people
abroad, emergency famine relief, sales
for foreign currency and bartered ma-
terials for stockpiles, such as wheat to
Brazil in exchange for thorium and rare
earths. While we must restore the capi-
tal impairment of the Commodity Credit
Corporation for these items, and these
items are listed in the report as reim-
bursement for special activities totaling
$1,443,634,000, we recognize that these
expenditures serve the farmer indirectly
and serve our international policy what-
ever that might be.

A third category of mixed benefits to
our farmer and other economic segments
of our population is the improvement
of marketing systems, such as marketing
inspections and freight rate service,
which in this bill amounts to $43,143,000.

A fourth is the improvement in con-
servation of our Nation’s natural re-
sources, our land, in the prevention of
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floods, in agricultural conservation, and
in technical assistance in conserving
land under the soil conservation pro-
gram. These programs, you will note
in the committee report, cost $143,-
132,000.

Members of the House, these are mixed
benefits. They benefit not only the
farmer, whose total gross income last
yvear has once again fallen, but also
benefits our city people, our schoolchil-
dren, our welfare recipients, and, yes,
even some of our senior citizens. They
also benefit the friendly foreigners whose
support we seek, by our mutual security
program, and by these programs. We,
from the cities, must not therefore con-
clude that this farm appropriation bill
is a one-way street. Our interests, eco-
nomic and national, are intertwined,
and inasmuch as I deplore the attitude
of the city Representatives that price
supports are giveaways to the farmer,
I deplore the attitude of the farm Rep-
resentatives and rural Representatives
that funds for housing and depressed
areas are socialistic and giveaways. We,
in the cities and in the farm belt, have
& common concern in preserving our
national resources whether it be in the
form of preservation of farms or in the
protection of our water supplies. We
have a common interest in aiding our
people in the depressed areas of the
country and our people who reside in
the big cities.

We know from experience that if the
farmer suffers and cannot sell his crops
or commodities, he loses the purchasing
power which is so necessary for him to
buy the equipment to work his farm and
to buy the machinery which the manu-
facturers of New Jersey, Connecticut,
and Pennsylvania produce. We know
that if the farmers go broke, they can-
not buy the refrigerators, the televisions,
the electrical appliances and the cloth-
ing which are produced in the factories
of New York and the mills of New Eng-
land, and now in some of the garment
factories in the Southern States along
the Atlantic seaboard. If they do not
have the funds to purchase these arti-
cles, we, in the cities, cannot sell our
garments, we cannot sell our appliances,
we cannot sell our machinery, so we
must suffer, too.

I have made during the hearings an
inquiry as to the extent of the connec-
tion between the city residents and the
farmers. I have been astounded to see
how many appliances the 4,200,000
household membership of the REA has
purchased. I direct your attention to
volume 4 of the hearings of this year,
pages 95-110. These will disclose the
extent of the connection. This pro-
gram of electrification by the REA of
our farms has generated $14 billion
worth of private business, with the man-
ufacturing companies in the industrial
areas of our country’s selling and the
farmer’s buying. Without such pro-
gram, I wonder how many more de-
pressed areas we would have like the
district of Congressman BarLey, of West
Virginia, or Congressman Froop, of
Pennsylvania, or Congressman KILBURN,
of New York. I am certain that there
would be many.
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I have looked about to find out the
reason for the high prices to the con-
sumer to determine whether the direct
subsidies to the farmer is causing the
housewife and the consumer to pay a
higher price for the food commodities.
From my inquiry I say that the fault
lies not in the amount of price sup-
ports or money that the farmers are
getting, but in the distribution of our
surpluses, in the costs which are saddled
on the price which the farmer gets. Re-
liable information indicates that the
farmer receives only 38 cents of the
consumer $1. Where does the rest of
the money go? It goes in the cost of
distribution, it goes in the cost of trans-
portation, it goes in the cost of storage.
I take issue with the statement of the
spokesman of this administration that
we, in the cities, are buying more with
our dollar and that we have no reason
to complain. Our dollar does not pur-
chase more, when you compare what
1 hour of factory labor can purchase
today with what 1 hour of factory labor
could buy years ago. I want you to re-
call that the comparison does not take
into consideration the taxes that we
have to pay and does not take into con-
sideration the fact that many people
are nonfactory workers. We have our
service trades, our nonfactory workers,
and our senior citizens living on pen-
sions who are suffering with the high
level of consumer prices.

Despite price supports on wheat, corn,
and other basic commodities, the small
farmer must rely in a large measure on
a nonfarm income to obtain the neces-
sities of life. Farm income is low, on
a real basis or on a comparable basis.
Net farm income in the last 7 years has
dropped from $14.4 billion to $11 billion,
The consequences of low farm income
manifest themselves in the flight from
the farms, in the decline of small family
farms, and in the drop of farm employ-
ment to the extent of 1,374,000. The un-
employed farmers swell not only the un-
employment rolls in the rural areas, but
the relief rolls in the cities. We must,
therefore, continue our aid to the farm-
ers of the country.

I would like to discuss a program
which the parents of the city have con-
tact with and can see tangible results.
I refer to the school lunch program,
which is of vital importance to the
school children in the cities and also to
the schoolchildren in the rural areas.
This bill provides for an appropriation of
$110 million cash payments and $45 mil-
lion obtained from a transfer of section
32 funds, which as many of you know
are the funds which are derived from
receipts from taxes on imports. This
composite figure of $1556 million repre-
sents an increase of $1,342,752 over last
year’'s appropriation and is designed to
take care of the 500,000 additional chil-
dren who have enjoyed and are partici-
pating in the program since last year. I
believe that this program has accom-
plished its objectives of extending the
market for agricultural food commod-
ities and to improve the health and well-
being of the Nation’s schoolchildren by
providing a well balanced school lunch.
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In the past 25 years there has been a
tremendous expansion in school food
services. In the immediate years ahead,
there is likely to be further substantial
expansion. By 1965 it is expected that
715 million more children will be attend-
ing elementary and secondary schools,
pushing total enrollment to the almost
unbelievable total of almost 47 million.
As new schools are built and as old ones
are modernized, more and more school
facilities will be available to meet the
growing demand for lunches at school
I am pleased to note that the District of
Columbia has expanded the program
substantially over last year.

I am no farmer, I have no farmers in
my distriet nor do I have any farms in
my district except rock gardens and
small backyard plots. I do not even
represent those crabgrass weekend
farmers of suburbia, but I do know and
I am firmly convinced that in America

there is an economic unity between the .

man who toils on the farm and the
worker who labors in industry.

While I have been asking you to sup-
port this bill, I want you to know that
in the administration of the farm pro-
gram and in its allied fields, everything
is not going well. The storage problem
in the United States is a national dis-
grace and this administration must as-
sume the blame. Ihave been in the corn
fields of Illinois, I have studied the
storage problem in the great State ot
Iowa where more than one-third of the
corn is stored, I have inquired into the
storage of wheat, and I state unequivo-
cally that this administration has been
wasteful and shamefully prodigal. We
have Government bins which are 65
percent utilized. We ecan build bins
which would not be costly. The cost to
the Government for the storage of a
bushel of grain per year averages about
615 cents per bushel. Corn has been
stored since 1952. This administration
has adopted a policy of storing grains
in commercial warehouses at a cost of
161, cents per bushel per year when
the cost to the warehousemen is 10
cents per bushel per year and less. As
a result of the high profits and prac-
tices of the Department of Agriculture
of this administration, men have built
warehouses with guaranteed storage and
have recouped their investments within
a period of 1% years and thereafter
everything is profit. These are men
who have never been in the warehouse
business who render no service except
dead storage. The administration has
announced after prodding by the com-
mittee and after an investigation that it
will reduce, commencing July 1, 1961,
storage rates by 19 percent or 3 cents
per bushel. In 1959 the cost is $481
million in storage rates. In fiscal year
1960 it is estimated that it is going to
cost us $612 million. In 1961, if the
rates are not reduced, it will cost our
Government, through the CCC, $700
million.

Another major criticism is the disin-
clination or the reluctance of the ad-
ministration to use the moth ball fleet
which we have in the Astoria River in
the State of Washington, in the Hudson

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

River in the State of New York, and in
the James River in the State of Virginia.
‘We have over 106 ships which can store
34 million tons of wheat at practically
no cost, and yet the administration con-
tinues its ill-advised policy of main-
taining storage in commercial ware-
houses. Such a policy must and should
be discontinued.

I am very pleased that the committee
agreed with me on the need for appro-
priating funds for a soil research center
to be located in Cornell University at
Ithaca, N.¥Y. A Senate report had pre-
viously recommended that a soil research
center should be set up either in Penn-
sylvania or New York. The Department
of Agriculbture notwithstanding the
Senate recommendation and the ad-
mitted need was disinclined to set up
such facilities. The committee after
listening to testimony from both Re-
publican and Democratic representatives
from the State of New York allocated
$325,000 for this research center. We
know that great benefits to the State
of New York, the eastern area of the
United States and to soil conservation
will result from this appropriation. I
am delighted to have played a role in
seeing that a needed and beneficial pro-
gram was provided for in this appro-
priation bill,

I trust that this appropriation bill
will be approved.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield for a question;
where did the gentleman get the figures
on the difference in prices between the
amount paid for Government storage
and the amount paid for private storage?

Mr. SANTANGELO. There are figures
in the record which indicate the cost to
the Government. In addition to that,
I have had conversations with the direc~
tors of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion as to the storage charges in Gov-
ernment-owned bins. They said it cost
614 cents per bushel per year. They also
said that the warehouse industry indi-
cated in certain eircumstances the price
goes up to about 10 cents per bushel per
year and then goes down to about 6%
cents. Normally the greater the storage
the lower the unit cost. However, in the
case of some of these big grain ware-
houses, on 750,000 bushels or better, the
price goes back to 10 cents per bushel
per year. It does not make sense, but
these other figures which the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has obtained are the
ficures which the warehouse industry
has submitted in their negotiations and
are substantially the figures which show
that after the reduction they still have
a spread of 35 cents over the maximum
cost which they say they are spending
in the storing of this grain.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. AVERY. This is a very important
matter as far as my State of Kansas is
concerned. I know the gentleman wants
to be absolutely fair about this when he
points out that the differential in ware-
housing cost is the difference between 16
cents and 6 cents, but he should also
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state that even though that 6 cents cost
could be proven, or even 11 cents, which
is the figure the Department of Agri-
culture furnished to me—he should rec-
ognize the Government warehouse is not
charged up with the guarantee of the
condition of the grain, as a private ware-
houseman has been. Government stor-
age is not charged up with the quantity
measurement that takes into account
shrinkage, which the private warehouse-
man has to guarantee to the Commodity
Credit Corporation, nor taxes paid.
There may have been unjustified earn-
ings. I am not taking the position that
16 cents is right, but to be absolutely
fair the gentleman should admit these
other costs of private industry do not
accur to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
on.

Mr. SANTANGELO. Under the uni-
form storage agreement under section
10, there is a provision where if there is
spoilage or a danger of deterioration
they can ask permission to sell it and
dispose of it so as not to incur a loss.

Mr, MARSHALL, Mr, Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MARSHALL. They told us that
the spoilage of grain and corn in these
bins is less than a fraction of 1 percent.
So the amount of spoilage that has taken
place in these bins is an infinitesimal
amount.

Mr. SANTANGELO.
gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SANTANGELO. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. So that the
REecorp may be straight, does the gentle-
man agree with the figure given by the
Department of Agriculture, that it costs
5.1 cents per bushel for storage and you
get less than two-thirds of a cent for
shrinkage, so that the cost is over 6
cents, with this item included. That
does not include taxes, of course, be-
cause the Federal Government does not
pay taxes. But is that correct?

Mr. SANTANGELO. I agree with the
gentleman.,

At this point I would like to commend
the gentleman from Iowa for the fine
work that he did and the information he
elicited during the hearings in Iowa,
where he showed the trade practice that
the Government was directing them to
put into private warehouse. They could
just as well have put it in the Govern-
ment bid and paid the private ware-
house the money for storage and thereby
saved the matter of moving the grain.

We have the school lunch appropria-
tion, $110 million in cash and $45 mil-
lion by transfer of funds to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Mr, WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to my
chairman,

Mr. WHITTEN, I want to say to the
membership of this House that it is in
the American tradition for us to have
on our Subcommittee on Agricultural
Appropriations a member such as the
gentleman from New York, and I mean

I agree with the
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downtown New York, He is a splendid
lawyer and a tireless worker, who is in-
terested in the subject. He works un-
tiringly not only in the committee but
out in the field, He has more energy
than most of our members, He has
contributed greatly to the considerations
of this subcommittee and he has per-
formed great services not only on the
subcommittee but also by his under-
standing of the problems of the indus-
trial and city areas. He has brought
essential balance to this subcommittee,
which I think is a tribute to the arrange-
ment which put him on this subcommit-
tee, The gentleman from New York
[Mr. SanTanGELO] has done a great serv-
ice on this committee, a great service;
and I am glad to say so.

Mr. SANTANGELO. I thank the gen-
tleman,

Mr, YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., SANTANGELO. I yield to the
gentleman from Tllinois,

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman
comment on the question whether or not
grain stored in any of the ships in the
mothball fleet would deteriorate, being
in ships that are in the water?

Mr. SANTANGELO. The informa-
tion which I have is that they will not
deteriorate., Corn cannot be stored in
the mothball fleet, but we can without
any difficulty store the wheat. The proof
of the pudding is in the storage. They
have about 30 ships which are full, but
they have 86 which are empty, and they
will not use them. I say we should use
those ships, They will not spoil if the
grain is put in the mothball fleet.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. Forp].

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to raise at this point some of the
questions that I raised in the full com-
mittee in reference to the report and,
more specifically, the various charts at
the conclusion of the report that are a
summary of the appropriations and au-
thorizations made for the current fiscal
year, the budget estimate for fiscal 1961,
the amount recommended in the bill for
1961, and then a comparison of the bill
before us with the 1960 amounts and
the 1961 estimates.

As the chairman of the subcommittee
knows, in the full committee I raised a
question or two about how the commit-
tee report handled the -contingency
funds in the compilations at the conclu-
sion of the written part of the report.
As the gentleman from Mississippi
knows, perhaps better than anybody in
the House, it has been a practice for
some time, I believe, that we have con-
tingencies in this bill that are handled a
little differently than contingencies in
other appropriation acts. It is my
understanding in this report on the bill
that we have $100 million in contingen-
cies for the REA loan authorization, $50
million for the electrification part and
$50 million for the telephone part. In
addition there is a $40 million contin-
gency in the loan authorization portion
of the Farmers Home Administration.
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Now, as I look at the charts in the
committee report I do not see those con-
tingency funds, which total $140 million,
as being included in the tabulation.
They are footnoted at the bottom of the
various pages in the report.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield fo the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman is
correct. That is the way the report is
written. I would like to indicate, with
the gentleman’s permission, the reason-
ing of the committee. We have carried
this for a number of years. For in-
stance, for fiscal year 1960 we had $180
million loan authorization for the
Farmers Home Administration and $20
million in the contingency fund. Last
year they sent us a budget recommenda-
tion for $140 million. We had to in-
crease it because of the demand for
loans,

Here again the gentleman refers to
our conversation in the whole committee.
Now, here is our reasoning, and if the
gentleman reads the report, he will un-
derstand it, and I think anybody else who
reads the report will understand it, so
Ido not think there is a problem for any-
body to find out what the situation is.
In our report we spell it out and in our
tabulations we spell it out. Here is the
reason we do it. If we put the amount
plus the contingency in one bill, it would
leave us where we were exceeding the
budget. If we put it as we have, the
budget has to increase itself, in which
case we and the budget are still together.

Now, it is a matter of opinion. I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s statement, but
I say flatly and unequivocally that we
do make it possible for them to increase
the loan authority in line with what the
gentleman said, but they can do it only
if the Budget Bureau approves it. And,
again, if the Budget Bureau approves it,
they have increased the budget. So,
that is our reason.

Mr. FORD. May I just point out what
appears to me to be certain inconsisten-
cies in the report:

First. In the 1960 column, under REA,
the $136 million fisure does not include
the $25 million contingency amount for
electrification, apparently, because it was
not released by the Bureau of the Budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forp]
has expired.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Washington.

Second. On the other hand, the 1960
REA figure of $104 million for telephone
does include the $25 million contingency
provided as indicated by footnote 10, ap-
parently because it was used.

Third. In the 1960 column wunder
Farmers Home Administration the con-
tingeney amount of $20 million is in-
cluded in the table and totals as indi-
cated by footnote 7, apparently because
it was used.

Fourth. But in the 1961 committee bill
column which should represent the
amounts recommended, none of the fig-
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ures included the contingencies totaling
31?10 million as disclosed by footnotes 8
and 9.

In consequence both the totals for
the 2 years and the comparisons tend
to be inconsistent in that they do not
factually disclose the full amounts pro-
vided or recommended either in fthe
tabulation or the footnotes.

Five. As a matter of fact, the argu-
ment that 1960 funds were not used can-
not be wholly accurate as a statement
until after June 30, because we are still
in fiscal year 1960.

Another point that I think ought to
be discussed is this. I understand that
in eight instances throughout the bill
items are reappropriated out of fiscal
1960 for utilization in fiscal 1961. For
example, on page 6 the language is as
follows:

And any unexpended balances of funds
transferred under this head in the next
preceding fiscal year shall be merged with
such transferred amounts,

Is there any idea from the hearings
how much is involved in that instance
or in any of the other eight instances?

Mr., WHITTEN. May I say to the
gentleman that that is an emergency
fund which is carried to meet emer-
gency outbreaks of animal diseases and
it has saved us many times. We can-
not tell in advance how much demand
there may be on it. We tried to restore
the fund so that they can have it.

The gentleman will remember the
emergency outbreak among hogs sev-
eral years ago. We have had a num-
ber of such instances. Also we had the
foot-and-mouth disease emergency.
There is no way actually to know, so
we cannot give exact figures. Agri-
culture, goodness knows, is charged with
so much. Tf we charged them with
something last year that they did not
use, I think it is sound to bring it for-
ward instead of counting it against both
vears. Be that as it may, as bad as this
bill is to handle, if we have handled it
satisfactory except for the points the
genfleman has raised, I think we have
done a wonderful job.

Mr. FORD. I know it is a tough job
and the gentleman works hard at his
responsibility as chairman of the sub-
committee. But I think that in these
instances where you are reappropriating
1-year funds for the next fiscal year we
ought to have some information as to
what the amount may be. All of the
departments, to my knowledge, do make
a forecast of what their unexpended,
unobligated balances will be at the end
of the fiscal year. Is there anything in
the hearings which would give us at least
their estimates of what these totals
might be?

Mr. WHITTEN. The hearings will
disclose that. Except for this emer-
gency matter, we could supply the fig-
ures as to what the carry-over would be.
In the soil bank, for instance, we brought
forward $30 million. Last year when
this bill was up everybody was upset
because of how much money was in there
for the soil bank. Agriculture took all
of that wave of publicity about it. Then
it developed that they did not spend it.
If that money had lapsed, if it had not
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been brought forward again we would
have been charged with that this year.
So, putting the two together, it would
have left Agriculture in just that much
worse shape in the public eye. So we
thought it well to bring it forward, show-
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ing that last year we did not go all the
way with it and we will use it next year.
We have explained it in every instance.

Mr, FORD. I think it is true that
when you reappropriate like this and
you do not know exactly the amounts, it
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tends to some fiscal irresponsibility in
the Department, particularly when they
are 1-year funds,

The following chart or table is included
to explain in detail several of the points
which I have discussed:

Department of Agriculture appropriation bill, 1961—Revised comparative statement of appropriations for 1960 and estimates and amounts

recommended in bill for 1961

Bill compared with—
Appropriations, Budget R ded
1960 estimate, in bill
961 for 1961 1960 1961
appropriations estimates

Appropriations (p. 51 committee report). .. e $4, 665, 843, 551 $4,135, 263,100 $3, 064, 781, 500 —$700, 862, 051 1—$170, 481, 600
Loan authorizations (p. 62, committee report).... 466, 000, 867, 000, 000 417,000, 000 —49, 000, 000 -+50, 000, 000
Subtotal, appropriations and suthorizations, per report table 5,131, 643, 551 4, 502, 263,190 4,381, 781, 500 —749, 862, 051 1—120, 481, 690
REA loan authorization*‘contingencies” . ____..___..._...__.___.___ 2 25, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 2475, 000, 000 <100, 000, 000
FHA loan suthorization ' contingency” ..o ---coeemmmmmmcaoe b R ) R — , 000, 000 34-40, 000, 000 <40, 000, 000
Total, appropriations and authorizati b S 5, 156, 643, 551 4, 502, 263,190 4, 521, 781, 500 —634, 862, 051 19, 518, 310

1 Bome of this committee reduction In new appropriations requested for 1961 is
offset by reappropriation for 1961 of prior year balances that otherwise would

revert to the

2 Contingency amounts of $50,000,000 authorized for 1960 (Public Law 86-80);
$25,000,000 for 1 program only reflected on p. 52 of committee report; contingency

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CARNA-
HAN].

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman,
there are several items in this agricul-
tural appropriations bill for 1961 about
which I should like to speak very
briefiy.

The first of these is the agricultural
conservation program—a program which
I believe to be the very backbone of this
Nation’s soil and water conservation
effort.

I strongly oppose any efforts to effect
a reduction in the ACP for 1961.

I oppose any such effort because I
firmly believe that it would be a step
backwards—a backward step this Nation
cannot afford.

Soil is this Nation’s greatest natural
resource. It is from the soil that we de-
rive our essential food, fiber, and raw
products. This soil is a part of our
legacy. We inherited it from our fore-
bears and we have a sacred obligation
to pass it along to those who come after
us. It must be preserved.

Unlike most natural resources, our
agricultural resources can be used and
then at the same time restored and im-
proved. It takes more skillful manage-
ment to conserve our soil than for exam-
ple it does oil, coal, or iron. Fortu-
nately, though the process of conserving
soil is a highly complex one, we do know
how to do it, and have been doing a
tremendous job in this field.

Congress has since 1936 recognized its
responsibility in this area for it has
wisely provided funds each year for the
ACP. The original legislation for this
program provided $500 million; however,
the funds authorized have varied from
time to time and in recent years have
been stabilized at $250 million a year.

In my opinion, this voluntary cost-
sharing type of conservation program is
the very incentive needed to encourage
farmers to carry out the necessary con-
servation practices on their lands. Be
cause of the present price squeeze the
farmer is not able to perform these
measures if it were not for the ACP.

on p. 62; true comparison of

Not only is it in the interest of our
farm families now living on the farms
but for the conservation of the soil for
future generations, that I feel no cuts
must be made in appropriations for this
program. The ACP has and should
continue to play an important and es-
sential role in preserving this natural
heritage for us.

While records for the 1959 program
are not yet available, it appears that
ACP will total about the same nationally
as in 1958, The following are some ac-
complishments under the 1958 ACP
which I feel point out significantly that
the ACP is obtaining the maximum
amount of conservation on the Nation's
farms per tax dollar invested:

ACP assisted in applying soil and
water conservation practices on 1,083,706
farms and ranches. The average amount
of assistance per farm was $200.

ACP assisted in establishing nearly
215 million acres of conservation cover.
In addition to protecting the land, this
conservation cover keeps land out of in-
tensive crop production for at least 5 to
7 years and, in some cases, permanently.

Assisted in seeding almost 1% million
acres of additional rotation grass or
legume seedings for soil protection.
This keeps the land from producing sur-
plus crops for at least 2 or 3 years.

Assisted in planting a third of a mil-
lion acres of trees for forestry purposes
which permanently retired these acres
from field crops and pasture.

And ACP assisted in improving 1,800,-
000 acres of grass and legume cover on
farmland to extend its lifespan for con-
servation purposes. Much of this land,
otherwise, would likely have been shifted
sooner to more intensive use.

The effect of these shifts in land use
is cumulative. The practices established
will stay on and protect the land for
periods ranging from the length of a
rotation to permanently.

Of course, grass and tree cover are
only part of the conservation invest-
ments farmers made with the ACP in
1958, Some of the other measures es-
tablished with ACP cost-sharing in-

amounts of $100,000,000 recommended for 1961 not reflected on p. 52; true comparison
of 1961 bill with 1960 act, -850, 000, 000.
* Contingency amount of $20,000,000 authorized for 1960 reflected on p. 52 of com-
mittee report; contingency amount of 840.009%300 recommended for 1961 not reflected
bill with 1 act, -+§20,000,000.
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cluded over 63,000 water storage reser-
voirs and nearly 5,000 miles of water
diversions and spreaders; 54,000 acres of
permanent sod waterways and nearly
856,000 acres terraced; almost a half
million acres of striperopping and nearly
125 million acres of drainage for con-
servation farming and 114 million acres
of cropland tilled for temporary pro-
tection against wind and water erosion.

The need for the ACP in Missouri has
been demonstrated repeatedly in past
years by the response from farmers de-
siring to participate in the program.
Under the 1958 ACP in my State, more
than 43,000 farmers received cost-shar-
ing assistance through the 114 Missouri
County ASC offices amounting to a total
of more than $10 million which means
they contributed at least that much
more out of their own pockets to carry
out these conservation measures.

Improved grass and legume cover was
established on 120,458 acres.

ACP assisted in installing terraces to
control erosion and runoff on more than
30,000 acres and over 500 miles of diver-
sion ditches and dikes to divert runoff
were constructed. In conjunction with
this, 709 mechanical outlets were in-
stalled as protection against erosion on
these structures.

Drainage practices, such as open and
closed tile drains and shaping and grad-
ing, were performed on more than 157,-
000 acres to dispose of excess water.

To improve grassland management,
3,528 livestock reservoirs were built.

ACP assisted farmers in establishing
137,146 acres of vegetative cover for
winter protection from erosion and en-
couraged them to seed over 21,000 acres
of cover to protect cropland throughout
the crop year.

During that year, farmers were as-
sisted with the application of liming ma-
terial on 408,305 acres to insure an ade-
quate vegetative cover for conservation
purposes.

We in Missouri are proud of the steps
farmers are taking to help conserve the
natural resources of our Nation. How-
ever, much credit must be given to the
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ACP which encourages them to perform
the needed conservation measures on
their farms.

Another aspect of this appropriations
bill which is of particular interest to me,
Mr. Chairman, is the grants-in-aid to
the State experimental stations. This
is badly needed for forestry research,
soil and water conservation research, and
research in other fields of agricultural
industry.

Most of the appropriation for this ac-
tivity does, however, go to the field of
forestry and related fields.

The State Legislature in Missouri last
May made an appropriation of $80,000
for the biennium for the forest survey.
This work, of course, is being carried on
in cooperation with the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice. Recently the Director of the Agri-
cultural Experiment Station approved a
new full-time research position on the-
staff of the school of forestry, even
though the increase in funds of agricul-
tural research was relatively modest for
this biennium. ‘This position will be
filled by a man who will devote full-time
research in wood technology and prod-
ucts which is felt will be a tremendous
help to the wood-using industries of Mis-
souri. The annual cost of this position
will be around $15,000 and it is men-
tioned to indicate the support which the
State has been giving to the research
program in the school of forestry. There
is a need for strengthening of forest re-
search in the forestry schools in order
that these schools may be in a strong
position to turn out better trained sci-
entists for the future and in order that
the State experiment stations may carry
their proper share of the research activi-
ties in forestry.

I urge support of this program by the
Federal Government.

Another aspect of this agriculture ap-
propriations bill which is of concern to
me also, Mr. Chairman, relates to the
program of plant quarantine. It has
come to my attention that our present
quarantine forces are so thinly spread
out that we do not have adequate pro-
tection from foreign plant and animal
pests. T feel that this program is of
vital importance in safeguarding agri-
culture in this Nation. If this program
is to be effective, it must form a tight
line of defense at all ports of entry. Be-
cause of the increase in the number of
ports, in part brought about by the open-
ing of the St. Lawrence Seaway, and
the increase in traffic at these ports, ade-~
quate funds are needed to expand this
much needed protective facility of the
Department of Agriculture.

In addition to appropriation for REA
and RTA other aspects of this legislation
of interest to the people of my district
are the reguest for funds to eradicate
brucellosis, and funds for the school
lunch program. Having been a public
school administrator for several years I
know firsthand the values of the school
Junch program.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time ss he may desire to
the from Kentucky [Mr.
NarcrErRl.
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Mr, NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, the
Subcommittee on Agriculture of the Ap-
propriations Committee onee again
brings to the floor of the House, for your
approval, the annual appropriation bill
for the Department of Agriculture.

It has been a pleasure serving with
our chairman, the distinguished gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN],
and the other members of this subcom-
mittee. We were ably assisted by our
executive secretary, Mr. Ross P. Pope.

For fiscal year 1961 we recommend
$1,294,647,500 for regular activities, $1,-
226,500,000 for restoration of capital im-
pairment, $1,443,634,000 for reimburse-
ment for special activities, $417 million
for loan authorizations under the con-
trol and direction of the Rural Electri-
fication Administration and the FParm-
ers Home Administration, and $369,670,-
000 for permanent authorizations.

For the Agriculture Research Service,
we recommend appropriations totaling
$141,507,000; $67,934,000 of this amount
is for research; $52,011,000 is for plant
and animal disease and pest control;
$21,562,000 is for meat inspection.

TOBACCO RESEARCH

The need for additional research in
tobacco was clearly established during
the hearings. Less research has been
done on the mechanization of tobacco
production than for other major crops
and work methods used in tobacco pro-
duction are still almost entirely manual.
At the present time between 400 and 500
hours of human labor are required to
produce and harvest an acre of tobacco.
Total farm labor for the
1,154,000-acre crop represents equivalent
full employment for some 1,920,000
people for 300 8-hour days per year.
Tobacco is grown on a total of approxi-
mately 1,154,000 acres in 22 States and
is a major source of income in 8 of these
States. Total production of tobaceco in
1959 was about 1,800 million pounds
which brought over $1 billion cash in-
come to producers. About 750,000 farm
families are engaged in the production
of tobacco. The number of hours re-
quired to produce an acre of tobacco has
changed very little over the past 50 years.
Labor requirements for other major
crops, on the other hand, have heen
strikingly reduced. Tobacco taxes total
a little over $21% billion annually to the
support of Federal, State, and local goy-
ernments; $1.7 billion goes into the Fed-
eral Treasury and this does not include
indirect taxes. Prior fo the establish-
ment of the income tax in 1913, for
many years the second largest return to
the Internal Revenue Bureau came from
the impost of manufactured tobacco and
related taxes.

From time to time, we have been in-
formed that we are pricing ourselves out
of the foreign markets. Accepting this
view during the present session of the
86th Congress, we passed HR. 9664.
Under this legislation the parity price
for tobacco was tied to the 1959 level.
The purpose of this bill is to prevent
the operation of the present parity
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bacco industry believes to be reasonable
at present general price levels. Under
the terms of this bill, the tobacco sup-
port level for 1960 will be the same as in
1959 and in subsequent years the sup-
port price will be adjusted from the 1959
level in direct proportion to the change
in the parity index, using the previous
3 years moving average as a base.
Tobacco is one of the most important
cash crops in America. In terms of cash
receipts from the sale of crops in the
United States, tobacco in 1958 was ex-
ceeded in value by only four crops:

1. Wheat $2, 253, 000, 000
2. Cotton ~; 1, 828, 000, 000
3. Corn 1,412, 000, 000
& HowmbeRns. 1,117, 000, DOO
5. Tobaceo_____________ --- 1,007,000, 000
8. Sorghum grain____.______ 569, 000, 000
7. Potatoes 8178, 000, 000

Only recently the Common Market
countries entered into an agreement
which places a 30 percent ad wvalorem
tax on our tobacco. 'This tax does not
apply to the tobacco produced in the
six Common Market countries, and cer-
tainly is not only restrictive but is an
unreasonable tax which has for its pur-
pose, complete exclusion of our tobacco
for the next 10 years. In addition, we
know that 60 countries in the world
have, during the past few years, in-
creased their import duties on tobacco.
Our own subcommittee, in its travels in
the Pacific and Far East from October 23
to December 10, 1959, discovered some of
the problems confronting tobacco today.
In the report of the Agriculture Sub-
committee’s trip we have the following
statement:

We also visited the La Suerta Tobacco Co.
in Manila to observe manufacturing proc-
esses and discuss use of American tobacco,
While American tobacco is generally pre-
ferred, tobacco manufacturers are unable to
get all they want because of a government
program now in effect favoring local pro-
duction of tobacco.

The tobacco industry is undergoing
scientific and technological changes that
have so significantly affected agriculture
as a whole that it is now necessary to
step up our research program for this
commodity.

Certain increases for research were
approved from 1953 through 1959. For
livestock and products, we approved in-
creases totaling $7,894,000. For cereal
and forage, increases totaling $3,733,000
were approved and for cofton and other
fabrics, we approved increases totaling
$2,150,000. Increases for research during
this period of time for wool and mohair
totaled $715,000 and for major crops,
$295,000. Increases for tobacco re-

$100,000 was approved for naval stores.
Nine hundred and thirty-eight thousand
dollars in increases for new crops was
approved and $900,000 was approved for
crop and livestock protection. From
1953 to 1960 we approved increases for
fruits, muts, and wegetables totaling
$2,045,000. Research increases for all
other crops during this period of time
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totaled $478,000 and $6,102,000 was ap-
proved for forestry.

While the hearings were under way, the
State of Kentucky, through its legisla-
ture, appropriated $1 million for use in
construction of an agricultural tobacco
research center and in addition, appro-
priated $50,000 to be used in tobacco re-
search. Ordinarily, in setting up a re-
search program or expanding programs,
it becomes necessary to have a research
laboratory building. With few excep-
tions, the Federal Government must bear
the cost of the building as well as the
equipment and other facilities neces-
sarily required for research and for a
research center. Since I have been a
member of the subcommittee, some 9 or
10 laboratories have been constructed
out of Federal funds, and, at no time
has any State constructed a research
center for use by the Federal Govern-
ment. The laboratories constructed
have cost the Federal Government from
$500,000 to several million dollars each.

Tobacco pays its own way and cer-
tainly adequate funds should be appro-
priated for research at this time. Our
committee recommends an increase of
$250,000 for tobacco research. This
amount will be used in conjunction with
the $1 million for the research center
and the additional sum of $50,000 for to-
bacco research mentioned above and will
be used for planning, locating, con-
structing, and equipping of appropriate
greenhouses with humidity and tempera-
ture control, and for appropriately
equipping the special laboratories for
tobacco research in the new center.
Power, light, steam, and water lines and
compressed air facilities must be installed
for the greenhouses and for outlying field
facilities. Machinery and shop equip-
ment will also be supplied for the mecha-
nization studies. A headhouse will be
constructed in connection with the
greenhouses for use in storing soil and
materials in greenhouse work.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

In 1955, we decided to appropriate a
small amount for rural development.
This program attempts to find the means
whereby rural families of lowsincome
status can be assisted to raise their in-
come and to enable them to enjoy a level
of living commensurate with our Ameri-
can standards. We know that our farmer
has the right to demand a standard of
living in keeping with the contributions
he makes to the national economy. The
amount expended in the rural develop-
ment program has produced great bene-
fits to our people. This is not a handout
program. It is conceived as an educa-
tional and technical assistance program
where agencies and organizations band
together in a group to serve people of a
community, county, or area. The three
pilot counties-in Kentucky are Butler,
Metcalfe, and Elliott.

BEUCELLOSIS

During the past few months, I have
received a great many letters from farm-
ers throughout this country regquesting
that our brucellosis eradication program
be stepped up instead of slowed down.
The Department recommended $15 mil-
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lion for the brucellosis program, and we
have increased this amount to $19
million.
TRADE BARRIERS

Along with our many problems con-
cerning agriculture in this country, we
are faced with the problem of removing
foreign trade restrictions against our ag-
riculitural commodities. It makesno dif-
ference how much time we spend on
merchandising ; we are simply helpless if
the trade policies of our friends abroad
permit our products only limited access
to their markets. It is imperative that
we continue our negotiations with other
countries seeking to obtain lower tariffs
on our commodities. Today we face
stronger competition abroad than at any
time during the history of this country.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

In our REA program, we now have
about 4,590,000 consumers on REA fi-
nanced lines. We have some 1,426,000
miles of lines throughout 47 of the States
at the present time. About 95% percent
of the farms, ranches, and rural estab-
lishments of this country have the ad-
vantage of central station electric power
and about one-half of these installations
are served by borrowers from REA. In
considering our REA program in the fu-
ture, we must keep in mind that this
system serves a national territory. The
average number of consumers per mile is
only about three and one-tenth and a
large number of cooperatives average
less than two consumers to a mile. Due
to the fact that the cooperatives are op-
erating in such thin territories, the
amount of equity REA borrowers have
accumulated is exceedingly low. Ac-
cording to recent reports, 50 percent of
the rural electric systems have less than
20 percent equity in their facilities. The
budget authorizations for our REA Ad-
ministration total $110 million for elec-
trification, and $80 million for rural
telephone service. To each amount, we
have added a contingency of $50 million.

RESEARCH

Our agricultural research program is
one of the most important programs that
we have today. This program must be
geared fo the problems now confronting
American agriculture and be able to meet
the problems in the future. A construc-
tive research program should reduce
waste and losses and improve efficiency
of production. An adequate research
program must also improve processing,
marketing, and consumption. It should
be able to develop new and improved
crops and products and expand our mar-
kets for sale of our commodities. An
adequate research program provides im-
proved nutrition and better living for
rural and urban people. We must ex-
pand our agricultural research program
in order to meet the objectives which I
have just enumerated. It isa recognized
fact that the research facilities of the
Department of Agriculture and of the
State agricultural experiment stations
are overcrowded and the majority need
modernization at the present time. We
must have modern, up-to-date facilities
in order to meet the agriculfural re-
search needs confronting us today. In
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addition to buildings required for re-
search laboratories, we must also have
the necessary personnel, properly
trained and skilled in the sciences fo
carry on our research program. Today,
we must compete with private industry
to obtain the necessary scientists to carry
out our research program. Certainly
second-rate scientists should not be a
part of our research program and, there-
fore, we must be prepared to compete
with private industry for skilled person-
nel in this program. It is true that our
agricultural research funds have in-
creased over the years, but the results
justify the amounts expended.
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE AND CORPS OF ENGI=
NEERS' CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM
Twenty-five years ago we started our
national soil and water conservation pro-
gram. This program has had a tre-
mendous impact upon American agri-
culture, and in my opinion it will be
just as important in the year 1970 as
it is at the present time. We have
enough good land left in this country to
keep us prosperous and well fed if we
conserve and improve it. Today, we
have more than 2,900 organized soil
conservation districts. Soil conserva-
tion districts, which began 25 years ago
as merely an experiment in local self-
government, have demonstrated their
value and now include 95 percent of the
Nation's farms and ranches. Our peo-
ple generally support our soil and water
conservation program. This program
has accomplished a great deal and mil-
lions of acres which were decreasing in
value as a result of erosion have been
restored to productive capacity. Many
sections of our country which were here-
tofore subject to flood damage now are
free from that danger. The
for local conservation districts with
local confrol and direction is the best
way to achieve maximum results in con-
servation. We have every reason to be
proud of our soil and water conserva-
tion program. This service is one of the
great achievements of our present-day
Government. Soil conservation means
as much to my home State as fo any
State in the Union, and our soil con-
servation program, together with our
Corps of Engineers, flood control, and
navigation projects are producing re-
sults in Kentucky. Our farmers are
remaining on the farms and, for the first
time in a number of years, Kentucky
will show an increase in population. We
have 122 soil conservation districts in
120 counties in Kentucky with over
86,000 farms participating in this pro-
gram. Conservation problems become
more complex as population growth and
technology brings about intensive uses
and competition for our land and water.
The estimates submitted by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for conservation
operations totaled $82,882,000 and we
recommend an increase of $250,000,
making a total of $83,132,000. We rec-
ommend $32 million for watershed pro-
tection instead of the budget request of
$27,750,000. For flood prevention, we
recommend $18 million instead of the
amount requested by the Department of
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Agriculture of $15 million. For our Soil
Conservation Service, we make recom-
mendations totaling $143,132,000 which
is an increase of $7,500,000 over the
amount requested by the Department
of Agriculture.

This year will be the 137th year that
Congress has appropriated funds for the
Corps of Engineers’ civil works program.
Flood control, as we know it today,
started in 1924 when Congress appro-
priated $75,000 for the removal of snags
in the Ohio River. In 1928 Congress au-
thorized a flood control project in the
Mississippi River Valley. The flood con-
trol program began on a nationwide
basis in 1936 when Congress passed the
first major Flood Control Act.

In 1824 Congress gave the Corps of
Engineers responsibility for developing a
system of roads, canals, and waterways.
At this time the big problem was trans-
portation, and the Corps of Engineers
concentrated on making our inland wa-
terways and inland and coastal harbors
usable. Floods became of great concern
as each year the towns and cities suf-
fered loss of lives and heavy property
damage. If, at this time, we had had a
good constructive soil conservation pro-
gram underway we would not have ex-
perienced this difficulty.

Today we have completed 525 flood
control projects and we have 2,800 active
Corps of Engineers projects. In addi-
tion, we have 1,565 miles of embank-
ments along the main stem of the Mis-
sissippi. We have 23,000 miles of im-
proved waterways and 500 harbors in
this country today. The Great Lakes
navigation system, the St. Lawrence Sea-
way, the Mississippi River and the Ohio
River are only a few of the main inland
waterways.

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Our greatest asset is our schoolchil-
dren. We recommend $110 million for
fiscal year 1961 and, in addition, we
recommend the transfer of $45 million
from section 32 funds to be used to pur-
chase meats and other foods necessary
for our schoolchildren’s lunches. This
will provide a minimum of $155 million
for fiscal year 1961. According to tes-
timony received by our committee, this
program served an average of over 10.7
million schoolchildren during the 1959
school year, and with 30 percent of the
Nation’s 39,480,000 schoolchildren pro-
vided with noonday meals.

EXTENSION SERVICE

Our extension service has been of great
benefit to the American farmer and
especially so in the State of Kentucky.
Funds appropriated for this program are
used to supplement funds appropriated
by State, county, and local governments
for the employment of county agents,
home demonstration agents, 4-H agents,
and State specialists who, in turn, bring
into force additional programs of the
Department of Agriculture. The exten-
sion agents and the entire service in
Kentucky is composed of dedicated peo-
ple who are rendering a great service.
We have succeeded in securing salary in-
creases for our extension agents in Ken-
tucky during the past 3 years and every
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effort will be made to see that our exten-

sion agents are provided with adequate

salaries. We recommend a total of $66,-

335,000 for our extension service.
CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, each year 45 million
farm operators decide what to produce
on the Nation's 400 million acres of crop
land and 700 million acres of pasture.
We know that our rural people must
make many adjustments in order to keep
their operations on a sound foundation.
Today, more than at any time in the
past, the business of farming demands
the application of the most recent de-
velopments in science. We must keep in
mind that agriculture is an industry that
changes rapidly. Such changes create
new problems for our farmers.

Our committee recommends this bill
to the Members of the House.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I feel con-
strained to make certain comments in
connection with H.R. 12117, the agricul-
ture appropriation bill.

As my colleagues well know I have been
strongly opposed to the present farm
subsidy bill and indeed have been forth-
right in speaking against Government
acreage and price controls which con-
stitute in my opinion the costliest failure
in our domestic history.

I expect later on to vote against this
appropriation bill as I have voted against
agricultural bills in the past as a per-
sonal protest against the present pro-
gram. How anyone can justify spending
approximately $4 billion per annum on
the farm fiasco is beyond my compre-
hension.

Certainly President Eisenhower was
never more right than when he stated
recently that in no domestic area do we
have a more obvious need for corrective
action than in agriculture.

Let me hasten to say that it is the
farmers who have the chief source of
complaint. They are the ones who suf-
fer under the existing Federal program.
I think they have a right to look to the
Congress for corrective action.

Briefly I want to discuss various pro-
posals to effect relief. I point up fre-
quently the distressing fact that Govern-
ment surpluses, even after the huge re-
cent transactions for wheat disposal un-
der Public Law 480, will represent a cost
to the taxpayer of more than $9 billion
with an annual storage charge in excess
of $1 million a day. But in all honesty I
must say the Farm Bureau has been
practical in recommending a plan to
move away from controls—rather than
to abruptly terminate the program. I
will go along with that general policy.

James Patton, the president of the
National Farmers’ Union, however, a
month or so ago offered his solution. I
absolutely abhor his suggestion, which
was to license farmers. He suggested
each licensed farmer should pay 2 per-
cent yearly of the proceeds of his mar-
keting to the farm organization of his
choice—the Grange, Farmers’ Union, or
Farm Bureau—with the money going to
promote sales and educate nonfarmers
at home and abroad about the role of
the farmer.
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- I wonder how the nonfarmer under
such brainwashing would end up. But
as for the sponsor of this plan, Mr. Pat-
ton was consistent because he said he
favored a major shift of support for
schools from local to the Federal level.
He is for a Federal system.

We have many suggested solutions that
go in the same direction as Mr. Patton
would have us go, but not so far.

One is the program which I understand
is favored by two of the Democratic can-
didates for the Presidential nomination.
Under it a cartel or sort of central co-
operative would be set up to control
prices. The poor consumer I fear would
assume an awful burden under such a
monopolistic plan.

Personally, I think Congress should
concentrate right now on a solution of
the wheat situation because it is the most
pressing,

Legislation of that nature has been
introduced. It has been described as a
new wheat marketing act. My colleagues
from the wheat-producing areas of
Washington State, Warr Horan and
CATHERINE May, are among those who
sponsor this plan and they tell me it is
both realistic and constructive. Under
this wheat bill a national estimate of
primary use would be established by the
Secretary of Agriculture—then each
State would be given an acreage allot-
ment. Only wheat for human consump-
tion would be regulated. Seventy-five-
percent parity would be set as the price
support level for the annual require-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I am for restoring our
farmers to a free enterprise basis and a
returning to the law of supply and de-
mand. Granted such action must be by
degrees to stabilize the economy.

In the interim the provisions of the
Horan-May and other bipartisan spon-
sored wheat marketing bills, it seems to
me, would be helpful and a step in the
direction which ultimately I hope will
come.

Meanwhile, this legislation would re-
duce the cost of the program to the tax-
payers; start an orderly reduction of the
Government-held surplus and assure
against disastrously low income levels
to the wheat producers.

I hope the House Committee on Agri-
culture will not report out legislation
just to invite a political veto.

Instead, let the House consider a bill
which has a chance of being enacted
into law. I will support corrective
transitional farm legislation similar to
the Horan-May plan because my able
colleagues have convinced me of the
merit of their idea until such time as
consumption and supply are in closer
balance.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Missouri [Mrs. SuLLIVAN].

QUESTIONS ON POULTRY INSPECTION

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
asked the chairman of the subcommit-
tee for this time in order to obtain
answers to several questions which occur
to me about this appropriation bill and
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its accompanying report, which I think
ﬁ be of great interest to every house-
e.

First of all, on poultry inspection, may
I ask if the additional $500,000 provided
in the bill for poultry inspection will
permit the continuous inspection be-
ginning July 1, as required under the
Poultry Inspection Act, of food items
processed from poultry? It is my
understanding from the officials of the
Department that an additional $1 mil-
lion over the current year’s appropria-
tion would be required for this neces-
sary function, and I have seen other
figures showing it would cost anywhere
from $500,000 to $1 million more.
Therefore, the question which I have
very strongly in mind is whether the
extra $500,000 provided in this bill will
be enough to allow the Poultry Divi-
sion to place inspectors on a continuing
basis in all 300 plants now temporarily
exempt from inspection because of a
shortage of trained inspectors but
which, under the law, must have their
products continually inspected be-
ginning with the coming July 1, and at
Government expense.

Mr, WHITTEN. May I say to the
gentlewoman, it is my personal judg-
ment that what is involved is what we
might interpret continuous inspection to
be. The committee tried to investigate
fully this whole matter. It is to some
degree between the Department and the
processors as to protecting public
health. In no instance have the in-
spectors in the 200 plants found any-
thing injurious to the public health, but
the processors in turn could use the
stamp of the Department as part of
their advertising. In fact, 200 out of
the 300 do that. They definitely would
like to shift the burden of that cost to
the Government. The other third would
like the Government to give them the
inspection free so that they would be on
equal terms with the others.

The Department feels, as I under-
stand it from their testimony, that
having the little plants continuously in-

is not necessary to protect the
public health, but they in turn refuse
to give the stamp unless they do that in-
spection. What we do is say to the De-
partment, “We are giving you that much
money. Inspect them to the fullest de-
gree to protect public health, but when
you do it, go ahead and issue the
stamp."”

We thought that was a fair solution.

of the problem instead of meeting it head
on. Whether you have to repeal the law
by providing that no funds shall be used,
or whether you have a lot of inspections
to get the stamp, so far as the testimony
is concerned, we thought that this was
the best solution we could think of, and
we hope we are right.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will be patient with me
the law says all processing plants in in-
terstate commerce must have inspection.
About 300 have been temporarily ex-
empted, but beginning July 1 that ex-
emption expires. Now will he please ex-
plain the somewhat confusing, technical
language on page 17, beginning on line 2,
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dealing with the poultry inspection pro-
gram. Does that language change exist-
ing law so far as the requirements of
the Poultry Products Inspection Act are
concerned? If it does not change the
law, why put this language in the bill?

Mr. WHITTEN. Frankly, I would
take it that it changes the law by giving
the Department some say-so about what
inspection is necessary to protect the
public health.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. If it does change
the law, as I also believe it does, is it
proper for the Committee on Appropria-
tions to change the requirements laid
down for poultry inspection under legis-
lation drafted by the legislative commit-
tee on agriculture, and enacted by Con-
gress several years ago?

Mr. WHITTEN. If we ask for a rule
and they grant it, we would have the
privilege of changing it if we saw fit to
do so. But, this is, frankly, subject to
a point of order. We think it is betfer
than nothing and this is the best we can
do. So we have not tried to override
anybody, but we do think it is the best
solution that we could think of.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. The law says that
all poultry moving in interstate com-
merce should be inspected, including
products made from poultry. This lan-
guage in the bill on page 17, “Provided,
That the Department is hereby author-
ized and directed to make such inspec-
tion of poultry products processing
plants as it deems essential to the pro-
tection of public health and to permit
the use of appropriate inspection labels
where it determines from such inspec-
tion that such plants operate in a man-
ner which protects the public health,
and not less than $500,000 shall be
available for this purpose,” seems to say
it would now be up to the Secretary in
his discretion to decide which processed
products are to be inspected, and under
what circumstances the Department
should assign inspectors to such proces-
sors, and also permits, apparently, some
substitute seal to be used to attest to
the wholesomeness of poultry which has
not actually been inspected.

Mr. WHITTEN. If the gentlewoman
will yield to me, I must say I have never
been a stickler about jurisdiction. We
have so many problems here that if
somebody were to handle some of them,
I certainly would not object. The De-
partment cannot determine which prod-
ucts are to be inspected, but they can
determine what inspection is necessary
to protect the public health. But when
a legislative committee says that the
Committee on Appropriations must ap-
propriate, it looks to me as if some other
group has probably stepped a little far.
I think they should inspect, but I think
it should be for the protection of public
health and not for the stamp. But if
they say that they have inspected this
plant fully and adequately to protect
the public health, I do not think they
should be permitted to withhold the
stamp.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. The point I wanted
to call attention to is this: If it is to be
only a spot inspection program in plants
making poultry pies, poultry soups and

9885

other products containing poultry, and
yet anything that goes through that
processing plant would carry a seal of
wholesomeness, then I think we are mis-
leading the housewife in allowing that
seal to be on the product indicating that
it has been inspected when it probably
has not been inspected.

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not know where
we should end this. But they have been
inspecting 200 plants and they have not
found anything that would injure the
public health and according to the let-
ters that have been sent to me, they say
that they pay for it because they want to
use the stamp because it is a matter of
advertising. I do think if the gentle-
woman would go along with this, we
can work with this and see if we can re-
solve the situation. Again I say, only
one objection and out it would go.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. But under the law,
all these 300 exempted plants will have
to be inspected beginning July 1, will
they not?

Mr. WHITTEN. Unless the other body
should put in a statement that, not-
withstanding the legislation, no part of
these funds can be used for such inspec-
tion. Then the law would be repealed.
We do not want to do that. We try to
resolve it by saying that they must in-
spect, but the inspection must be for the
purpose of protecting the public health,
and when you do inspect, to say so.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I thank my col-
league very much for his frank answers.
It is clear to me that the language in
the proviso in question on page 17 re-
laxes the strict requirements of the
Poultry Produects Inspection Act inso-
far as that act mow requires the in-
spection of all poultry and poultry prod-
ucts in interstate commerce. The act
permitted temporary exemption of some
plants from the inspection requirements
for the convenience of the Government,
because it was not considered feasible to
provide inspectors at the start of 1959
for every plant in the country subject
to the act. There was a shortage of
trained personnel in this field.

So the act as originally passed allowed
this temporary exemption for 18 months
of plants for which inspectors were not
available. The Secretary choose to use
this administrative authority to exempt
from compulsory inspection all plants
doing further processing of poultry into
poultry products like soups, pies, and so
forth, on the assumption that he would
need all the trained inspectors available
in January 1959 just to cover all of the
slaughtering plants.

The exemptions for the further proc-
essing plants expire on July 1. The Sec-
retary has asked Congress to amend the
law so that he can continue to exempt
such plants. Congress has not done so.
In the meantime, many of these further
processors—200 out of about 300 ex-
empted plants—have felt it was so im-
portant to have their products inspected
for wholesomeness by the Federal Gov-
ernment that they have paid out of
their own funds to have their products
continuously inspected under a volun-
tary inspection program operated by the
Department. Under the law, however,
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they are entitled to the same kind of
free inspection the slaughtering plants
receive.

This bill provides an additional $500,-
000 to the poultry division to provide in-
spection at plants processing poultry
products but the language of the pro-
viso on page 17 gives the Secretary dis-
cretionary powers he would not other-
wise possess after July 1 to exempt par-
ticular plants from inspection. As I
understand it, the proviso would permit
a spot check inspection program, with a
seal attesting to the wholesomeness of
poultry products not produced under
continuous inspection.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Missouri [Mrs. SULLI-
van] has expired.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Magr-
SHALL].

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, few
committees of the Congress spend so
many long hours together as do our ap-
propriations subcommittees. This is a
natural consequence of the responsibility
imposed upon us to examine not only
every budget request but also the manner
in which these funds have been and are
being administered.

The work is long and arduous but it
is rewarding because of the great oppor-
tunities it presents for lasting service and
because of the associations developed in
our day-to-day efforts. It is a privilege
to work with such distinguished Members
of Congress as Jamie L. WHITTEN, of Mis-
sissippi; Wirrzam H. NaTcHER, of Ken-
tucky; ALFRED E. SANTANGELO, of New
York; H. CarL AnDERSEN, of Minnesota;
‘Wavrt HoraN, of Washington ; and ROBERT
H. MicHEL, of Illinois.

TRIBUTE TO CHAIRMAN

Every year I serve on the subcomittee,
I become more and more impressed with
the ability of our chairman ; Jamie WHIT-
TEN is an able and conscientious repre-
sentative of his district and the State of
Mississippi but he is genuinely interested
in the problems of all farmers everywhere
in our country. The friendly and cour-
teous atmosphere in which we work is
built upon the mutual respect members
of the subcommittee have for each oth-
er's problems and viewpoints. We do not
always agree on what is best in every
situation but we do agree that our com-
mon goal is a healthy and prosperous
agriculture sharing in our Nation’s
growth and progress.

FARM TROUBLES REMEMBERED

That agriculture is in trouble today
is too painfully apparent to need docu-
mentation. It should not be necessary
to review in detail that part of our agri-
cultural history which is remembered so
clearly by every farmer who lived
through it. I am speaking of the twen-
ties and early thirties when failing farm
prices, forced sales, farm foreclosures,
bank failures, and dark depression forced
a mighty Nation to its knees.

We fought our way back to the great-
est productive effort the world has ever
known. It should not be necessary to
review the basie agricultural laws which
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made this recovery and growth possible—
parity payments and loans, soil conser-
vation and good farm management, di-
version of surplus production into foreign
and domestic channels, crop insurance,
and credit.

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FIFTIES FROMISED HOPE

We entered the decade of the fifties
with high hope and reasonable expecta-
tion that we would continue to go for-
ward. Instead, we face the sixties with
confusion and frustration. What has
happened to us?

If past is prolog, it is worth our
while to briefly consider the events and
policies that went before. In so doing,
we can penetrate some of the fantastic
theories and new myths under which the
realities of recent history have been
buried,

NEED REALISTIC APFROACH

It is true that the farm problem has
many facets and it is as complex as mod-
ern agriculture itself. Other segments
of the economy are complex and face
immense problems. Seldom, however, do
we witness the pessimism that has gained
thought among some agricultural “ex-
perts” in the mistaken notion that no
solution is possible. What we need to do
is look at our problems as realistically
and with the same hardheaded candor
practiced by other segments of our econ-
omy.

My own recollections go bhack to the
beginnings of what has become the mod-
ern technological revolution in agricul-
ture. As a small boy, I accompanied
my father, then the first county agent
in Minnesota, on some of his field trips.
I heard him discuss crop rotation with
the farmers in an area where the prin-
cipal cash crop was wheat. I heard him
discuss the need for growing a cultivated
crop like corn and the advantage of put-
ting land into legumes to restore humus
to the soil. This impressed upon me the
importance of technical know-how in
farming operations.

GAS ENGINE AND TRACTOR

Better farm management, better dis-
ease confrol, and the beginning of mech-
anization expanded total farm output
and released still other acres for the pro-
duction of marketable crops. The de-
velopment of the gasoline engine and the
tractor together with the improvement
of management practices created a new
capacity.

The demand for production during
World War I hastened the expansion to
meet the needs of the world market cut
off from other producing countries. We
were prepared for the challenge and met
it. When the war ended, the level of
prices received by farmers plunged 43
percent between 1919 and 1921.

FARM CONFERENCE OF 1922

The general scare and heated protests
finally led President Harding to call a
national conference on the farm problem
in 1922. This was the first such meeting
in history and one of its recommenda-
tions directed the Congress and the Pres-
ident to “take steps immediately to re-
establish a fair exchange value for all
farm products with that of other com-
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modities.” It also suggested to farm
organizations that they survey world
supply-and-demand factors and “pro-
pose measures for proper limitation of
acreage in particular crops.”

The price drop eventually led to gen-
eral income consequences, but for the
farmer the effect was immediate and
disastrous. No matter where he
turned, no matter what alternative he
chose, he was always the victim of lower
prices and lower income. This meant a
lower standard of living for himself and
his family. It meant neglect of health
and education and neglect of the farm
itself.

PRICE OF UNWILLINGNESS

Those who still today say that govern-
ment has no place in the economic af-
fairs of the farmer might well study the
economics of the twenties. As then, we
can now try to solve the farm problem
by an unwillingness to face facts but
we must expect to reap the same con-
sequences.,

Who benefited from the unwillingness
to act and the unconcern of the twen-
ties? Consumers? A man walking the
streets out of work does not benefit from
low prices. Merchants? There were
so many merchants with so much money
on the books that any profit in opera-
tions was wiped out by bad paper. Did
it help the banks? Look at the foreclo-
sures of that period. Irepeat, who bene-
fited from the farm depression of the
twenties?

M'NARY-HAUGEN BILLS VETOED

When the pressures building up for
action finally led to efforts by Congress to
intervene with the McNary-Haugen bills
of 1927 and 1928, Calvin Coolidge twice
vetoed them. Despite the shortcomings
evident to us today and their short-
sighted view of workable trade relation-
ships, the bills did represent an attempt
to act.

FARM BOARD FAILURE

The precedent of nonintervention was
finally broken in the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1929 which created a Fed-
eral Farm Board to stabilize the prices
of farm products by buying when sup-
plies were excessive and selling when
shortages existed. In 3 years, despite the
sincerity of effort, three-fourths of its
$500 million appropriation was lost. In
the face of the most devastating depres-
sion of all time, that action was too little
and too late. Prophetically, the Board
ended operations with a warning that
withholding supplies from the market
alone could not stabilize prices unless ac~
companied by production control.

To make matters worse, the enact-
ment of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act
totally ignored the importance of a sound
trade relationship and ruined what for-
eign markets we had left. Its proponents
chose to ignore the fact that we came
out of World War I a creditor nation
and we needed the two-way street of
trade to maintain vital markets for the
abundance of our production.

DISTRESS SPFREADS ACROSS NATION

Agriculture was left to flounder while
the depression deepened and the rest of
the economy tasted the distress already
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so familiar to farmers. No one who lived
through that period needs to be remind-
ed of the suffering and fear that terror-
ized the nation.

Sickened by callous inaction in the
face of such overwhelming poverty, the
American people swept the Republican
Administration out of office with a de-
mand for bold, new action.

SUPREME COURT KILLS HOFE

Congress passed the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act in the spring of 1933 in an
effort to establish and maintain a
“balance between the production and
consumption of agricultural commod-
ities.” Using benefit payments as an in-
ducement to control surplus production,
the program was later augmented by
marketing quotas for specified crops.
When the Supreme Court nullified the
regulation of production and the process-
ing tax which helped to support the pro-
gram in its decision of January 6, 1936,
many farmers feared that the only re-
maining hope had been knocked out from
under them.

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND THIRTY-SIX ACT

OUTLINES PURPOSE

But within a year Congress responded
with the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act of 1936 which provided
means of controlling production and
provided incentives for conservation of
our soil by proper plowing, contouring,
and crop rotation. Its preamble best
states the new spirit of hope:

Sec. 7. (a) It is hereby declared to be the
policy of this Act also to secure, and the
purposes of this Act shall also include, (1)
preservation and improvement of soil fer-
tility; (2) promotion of the economic use
and conservation of land; (3) diminution of
exploitation and wasteful and unscientific
use of national soll resources; (4) the
protection of rivers and harbors against
the results of soil erosion in aid of main-
talning the navigability of waters and water
courses and in aid of flood control; and (5)
reestablishment, at as rapid a rate as
the Secretary of Agriculture determines
to be practicable and in the general public
interest, of the ratio between the purchasing
power of the net income per person on farms
and that of the income per person not on
farms that prevailed during the five-year pe-
riod August 1909 to July 1814, inclusive, as
determined from statistics available in the
United States Department of Agriculture, and
the maintenance of such ratio. The powers
conferred under sections 7 to 14 inclusive,
of this Act shall be used to assist voluntary
action calculated to effectuate the purposes
specified in this section. Such powers shall
not be used to discourage the production of
supplies of foods and fibers sufficlent to
maintain normal domestic human consump-
tion as determined by the Secretary from
the records of domestic human consumption
in the years 1920 to 1929, inclusive, taking
into consideration increased population,
quantities of any commodity that were
forced into domestic consumption by decline
in exports during such period, current trends
in domestic consumption and exports of
particular commodities, and the gquantities
of substitutes available for domestic con-
sumption within any general class of food
commodities. In carrying out the purposes
of this section due regard shall be given
to the maintenance of a continuous and
stable supply of agricultural commodities
adequate to meet consumer demand at prices
fair to both producers and consumers.
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NINETEEN HUNDRED AND THIRTY-EIGHT ACT
BROADENS PROGRAMS

To strengthen and broaden the exist-
ing programs, the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938 was enacted; the basic
legislation responsible for the great
strides in American agriculture.

It carried forward the principles of the
Soil Conservation Act of 1935 in en-
couraging good management of the Na-
tion's soil resources—not only, or even
primarily, for the benefit of farmers but
for the direct benefit of all future gen-
erations dependent upon soil for food
and raw materials.

TOOLS TO BALANCE FRODUCTION

Loans, marketing quotas, and parity
payments were provided as the necessary
tools to enable the farmer to bring his
production into closer balance with de-
mand without complete and total col-
lapse of income. For the first time,
farmers themselves were called upon to
administer their own programs on the
basis of their own experience and to meet
their own realistic needs.

Surplus production was diverted into
domestic and foreign channels and pro-
grams to develop new uses for agricul-
tural products were pushed forward.

As a further stabilizing effort, the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation was
created to provide insurance against loss
of crops. By 1942, one-fourth of all
wheat farmers were taking advantage of
this program.

REA SPEEDS MECHANIZATION

Another major confribution to the re-
covery and expansion of agriculture was
in the making. Tomorrow we will ob-
serve the 25th anniversary of the crea-
tion of the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration by Executive order of President
Roosevelt on May 11, 1935. Its modest
beginnings did not foretell the great role
it was to play in the continuing agricul-
tural revolution.

It brought light to the rural home and
with it the means of further mechaniza-
tion in farm operations. By the end of
1936, almost 100 loans were approved
and we had laid the basis for the labor-
saving devices which enabled farmwork-
ers to increase their output during the
help shortage of the war years ahead.

The Nation has never seen a finer ex-
ample of cooperation. Farmers worked
with and through their Government to
help each other help themselves.

MET CHALLENGE OF WORLD WAR II

Our agricultural plant was prepared
for the great emergencies of World War
II, Our stockpiles were a godsend to the
entire free world and our farms were
geared for the maximum output. The
labor shortage was met with increased
mechanization and production efficiency
made its most spectacular gains, Once
again American farmers were ready for
the challenge and met it. Now some are
saying they met it too well. This grisly
bit of erroneous hindsight is unworthy
of comment.

The world was grateful for our pre-
paredness as the great breadbasket of
democracy.
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Technological advance with its in-
crease in production efficiency was a sign
to be welcomed rather than feared. We
emerged from World War II and the
Korean conflict with a greatly expanded
potential to be turned to good or evil.
We still had within our means the tools
for a return to orderly production and
wise use of our resources to meet imme-
diate world needs while protecting our
future capacity. Never was the oppor-
tunity so great.

END OF DISCREDITED POLICIES?

‘We thought we were done once and for
all with the discarded and discredited
policies of unhappier days. We thought
these were forever forgotten in the dis-
mal files of failure. It seemed unbe-
lievable that anyone could consciously
slip into the errors that could only result
in a repetition of the sad history I have
briefly recounted here.

I say to you frankly, Mr. Chairman, we
failed to anticipate the unaccountable
stupidity, at worst, or the incredible
naivete, at best, of the men to whom we
entrusted the opportunity that was ours.

DREAMING WITH EISENHOWER

In this, the twilight of the Eisenhower
administration, the American farmer
cannot help but ponder over the 7%
years which promised a bright dream
that now seems to be only another night-
mare.

If he is a corn farmer, he can recall
how confidently he approached a new
day at a time when all seemed well. At
the plowing matches at Kasson, Minn.,
he had heard a great general who was a
candidate for President promise:

And here, and now, without any “ifs” or
“buts,” I say to you that I stand behind—
and the Republican Party stands behind—
the price-support laws now on the books,
This includes the amendment to the Basic
Farm Act, passed by votes of both parties in
Congress, to continue through 1954 the price
supports on basic commodities at 90 percent

of parity.
PLEDGES REPUBLICAN PARTY

Whatever misgivings this farmer may
have had when he recalled the disastrous
farm policies of the Hoover administra-
tion were quickly dismissed by this new
candidate. In Brookings, S. Dak. he
spoke not only for himself but for his
party when he said:

The Republican Party is pledged to the
sustaining of the 80-percent parity price sup-
port and it is pledged even more than that
to helping the farmer obtaln his full parity,
100 percent of parity, with the guarantee in
price supports of 90.

SECRETARY OFFERS ASSURANCES

It seemed a great day on the farm, a
bright and cloudless day without threat
of impending storm. The farmer could
relax with his family in the satisfaction
of a hard day’s labor done. The sunset
promised a peaceful night and a glorious
tomorrow.

Any doubts about the new Secretary
of Agriculture seemed to be dispelled
when he said firmly in St. Paul:

Our agricultural policy should aim to ob-
taln in the marketplace full parity prices of
farm products and parity incomes for farm
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pecple that farmers will have freedom to
operate efficlently and to adjust their pro-
duction to changing consumer demands in
an expanding economy.

GOLDEN PROMISES DISTURBED

Surely these golden promises would
mean a bright, new day for agriculture.
The farm programs that had helped him
to pull himself up from the mires of de-
pression would not only be continued
but they would be improved. With his
son home from Korea, the farmer could
look forward to a peaceful world of grow-
ing markets that could only mean pros-
perity for his family and well-being for
the Nation.

This was a time to sleep well and en-
joy the dream of better things yet to
come. A new voice interrupted this
fantasy with a warning that the postwar
level of prosperity in agriculture was “a
dream world, and no one expected it to
last.” It came from Don Paarlberg, one
of the chief architects of the new farm
policy, in a speech at West Millbury,
Mass.

FARMER RELUCTANT TO DOUBT

Our corn farmer drove the troubled
thought from his mind. The gains made
on his farm were real gains and certainly
no one would seriously suggest a re-
turn to the dog-eat-dog economics that
fed the farm depression. He re-
membered burning corn in his stoves be-
cause it was cheaper than coal. He re-
membered the neighbor who hauled 100
bushels of oats 10 miles to town to get $8
to buy Christmas presents for his chil-
dren. He saw fat cattle sold on the
market at South St. Paul for 312 cents a
pound. He recalled the human suffer-
ing and reassured himself that the mis-
takes of which it was born would never
again be repeated. Not when the future
promised so much.

In the cool light of morning, the un-
easiness returns with the echoed warn-
ing of the Secretary of Agriculture that
“every young man requires the spur of
insecurity to force him to do his best.”

MORE CORN SEEMS ANSWER

He has lived with insecurity before
and knows the sick fear it engenders. He
is restless as the hopes and dreams of
the night seem to dim in the cold light
of the day. He has been told to “raise
his sights beyond the dollar sign, beyond
material things,” but he knows that he
must go on with the work of the day
to feed his family and pay his bills.

He is told that he is now free to make
his own decisions without socialistic con-
trols and regimentation. Listening to a
morning radio program, he learns that
he may be able to receive a corn loan
even if he does not stay within his al-
lotment. Of course, he will receive less
for his corn but he can make up the in-
come by planting more corn since pro-
duction no longer seems to be a problem.
So he goes out to his fields to plant more
corn and notices that his neighbors are
doing the same.

With the prospect of more corn, he
decides to keep a few more brood sows.
Hog prices go down but he is told that
he no longer needs to bother with the
corn allotment. With acreage unlim-
ited, he decides to plow up the clover
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and legumes. He abandons crop rota-
tion in order to expand his production.

UNIT TIMES FPRICE EQUALS INCOME

After all, unit times price equals in-
come. With prices down, he needs to
grow more to meet the steady increase
in operating costs and taxes. A bushel
of corn buys less so the only hope is more
bushels of corn. His neighbors, too, find
themselves on the same treadmill.

Clouds are appearing on the horizon
as our farmer’s day draws to a close.
The hope of better education and health
care for his children is a vanishing
dream. As the surplus piles up around
him, his debts increase and his standard
of living declines. What began as a day
of promise is now darkened by the men-
acing storm clouds of an uncertain
night.

WHAT DID PRESIDENT BAY?

And what does he hear from those who
held out the golden promise? The an-
swers had seemed too simple to them
but now there is only confusion and un-
certainty. At a Washington press con-
ference, the President says:

Now, if there were any kind of reasonable
plan that connected with other features of
the thing they could bring something about
that seemed reasonable and fair to the farm-
ers, well, I would be glad to look at it and,
because as I say, if it looks reasonable to me,
I will approve it because I am just to this
point—I know that we are in a bad fix, the
farmers are, and I have had correspondence
recently with some of my farmer friends be-
cause, individuals, to get statistics.

What does it mean?

With 83,000 employees in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, why is the Presi-
dent writing to his “farmer friends” to
izgt statistics about the “bad fix” we are

?

THE DREAM IS ENDED

This is the troubled state of mind the
corn farmer finds himself in after his day
with Eisenhower.

All of this, of course, did not happen
in a day. But the analogy of the bright
day of promise ending with storm clouds
all around is a valid one,

Our job now is to help the President
understand how it happened. The ex-
perience has been too painful to be for-
gotten. To prevent the impending
storm, we need to control the causes. We
can do this only if we know the causes
and recognize them.

HOW DID IT HAPPEN?

Using corn as our example, let us see
what happened first to prices, then pro-
duction, and finally to the whole farm
economy.

‘When this administration assumed of-
fice, corn was supported at 90 percent of
parity. During the previous year, the
price of corn averaged 95 percent of
parity. Prices were still holding gecod
during the early winter of 1953.

There was no reason to expect change
except for the good. The corn producer
had every reason to believe that he could
safety fall into a dreamlike state with
nothing but prosperity to trouble him
in the years ahead.

CORN FRICES HELD IN 1853

In 1953, the level of price support at
90 percent of parity for corn was $1.60
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a bushel. There were no acreage allot~
ments that year and the average price
received by farmers for the 1953 crop
was $1.51 a bushel.

In his farm message of January 1954
the President urged flexible supports for
corn at modernized—or lowered—parity
levels. He recommended a decrease of
1 percent in support price for each 1
percent increase in supply and asked for
acreage allotments. For other grains,
he simply asked flexible supports to be
fixed by the Secretary of Agriculture.

COMPLIANCE DECREASES

Corn marketing quotas were repealed
in the act of 1954 without having been
used. Price support at 90 percent of
parity was continued through 1954 with
a drop to 85 percent provided for 1955.

Acreage allotments for 1954 were fixed
at 46 million acres but farmers grew 54
million acres. The decrease in com-
pliance was already being attributed to
the threat of flexible supports in 1955,
Tt_xg Secretary of Agriculture merely
salda;

There were certain factors that tended to
reduce compliance, I believe.

He did not elaborate further in his
ggsé?nony before our subcommittee in
; PRODUCTION UP; FRICES DOWN

While allotments were cut back for
1955, corn production again increased
as the rate of compliance decreased un-
der pressure of the drop in support
prices and in the market price.

The coming trouble was evidencing it-
self in 1956. This was the first year of
transitional parity, the first year of a
prieg support to noncooperating farm-
ers in the commercial corn area, and a
substantially higher price support to

producers in the noncommercial corn
areas.

SUPPORT UP, PARITY DOWN

In February 1956, the Secretary of
Agriculture announced a price support
based on transitional parity of $1.40 per
bushel to growers keeping within allot-
ments. By mid-April it was inereased
to $1.50, which amounted to 86.2 percent
of transitional parity.

An average price support of $1.25 was
offered to noncooperating farmers in
the commercial area. This amounted to
71.8 percent of transitional parity.

The final rate to cooperators re-
mained $1.50 but by fall it represented
84.3 percent of parity.

NONCOMMERCIAL SUPPORTS

The final 1956 rate to growers in the
noncommercial corn areas was also
jacked up—to $1.24. The 1956 act pro-
vided that noncommercial areas must
get at least 8215 percent of the rate to
cooperators as calculated on a national
basis. Previously, the noncommercial
area rate was 75 percent of the commer-
cial area rate. The new language lasted
for only two crops, 1956 and 1957.

A referendum of corn producers in the
commercial area was provided by the
1956 act to determine whether they fa-
vored the old acreage allotment and
price support program or a soil-bank
corn base of 51 million acres. Under the
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latter plan, a grower could get support
with 15 percent of his acres in the soil
bank. Supports were fo be at the level
the Secretary determined would assist
growers in marketing corn in normal
channels of trade without encouraging
uneconomic production of corn.
SECRETARY'S PLAN VOTED DOWN

Secretary Benson announced in No-
vember that the support price under his
plan would be $1.31 a bushel, if it carried.
If it did not carry, the minimum support
to growers in the commercial area would
be $1.36 a bushel. No assurance was
given that price supports would be avail-
able to noncooperators.

The Secretary's plan failed to receive
the necessary majority.

In 1957, the Secretary announced that
support to cooperators in the commercial
area would be $1.40 a bushel—parity had
increased enough to raise it 4 cents—and
support to noncooperators in the com-
mercial area was to be $1.10. Corn in the
noncommercial area would be supported
at $1.27. These rates remained for that
Season.

SUPPORT NONCOMMERCIAL, NONCOMPLIANCE

In the spring of 1958, Secretary Ben-
son announced the minimum 1958 sup-
port at $1.36 a bushel to compliers in the
commercial area. That fall he an-
nounced that the support would be made
available for the third successive year
on noncompliance corn in the commer-
cial area at an average rate of $1.06 a
bushel. Support in the noncommercial
area went back to the old level based on
75 percent of the commercial area rate.

The act of 1958 set the pattern for 1959
and 1960. A referendum was scheduled
for December to give commercial farmers
a choice between the old program or
elimination of the commercial area and
allotments and price support at 90 per-
cent of the average price received during
the previous 3 years. Congress insisted
on a minimum support of 65 percent.

SUPPORT HITS MINIMUM

This time the referendum ecarried.
Support was $1.12 a bushel to all pro-
ducers. This was 90 percent of the pre-
vious 3-year average price.

In Januray 1960 the Secretary an-
nounced corn support for this year at
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What is the result? Corn production
climbed to 3.8 billion bushels in 1958 and
then to 4.3 billion bushels in 1959, and
another 5- to 10-percent increase for
this year.

SUPPORT DOWN; PRODUCTION UP

With reasonable supports and allot-
ments removed the 21-percent increase
in corn production could have been an-
ticipated by the Secretary if he had re-
viewed past experience. Following is a
table showing the level of price support
and the level of production in recent
years:

TABLE 1.—Support price on corn, corn pro-
duection, 1953-59
Compliance
Corn pro-
Crop year Percent | duction
Su]l:qwrt support
price price is
of parity
Thousand
bushels
§1.60 80 3, 209, 896
1. 62 920 3,057,891
1.58 87 , 229, 743
1. 50 84 3,455,283
1.40 i 3,422, 331
1.36 ?'a‘ 3, 800, 863
Li2 0] 4,361,170

190 percent of $1.25, average price received by farmers
in calendar year, 1956-58

Source: Hearings, Depal'lmant oi Agrinu:tum appro-
priations bill, 1961, pt. 3, pp. 193, 3

The end result of the admmistration’s
determined effort to lower supports on
corn and corn prices is a growing ac-
cumulation of corn supplies. This causes
yet other serious problems which I pro-
pose fto discuss. The carryover stocks
are expensive to store and hang as a con-
stant threat over the livestock market.
In addition, the farmer scrambling to
save himself from total collapse is di-
verting lands from conservation uses in
order to obfain the production he needs
for subsistence.

At the end of the 1951-52 marketing
year, the corn carryover was 486 million
bushels. The carryover at the end of
the 1959-60 marketing year is expected
to be 2 billion bushels.

CARRYOVER PILES UP

Except for oats, the other grains show
a similar trend but nowhere is the in-
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The following table compares the
carryover of specified grains for the
marketing years 1951-52, 1952-53, and
1959-60:

TaBLE 2.—Carryover of specified agricultural
comimodities at the end of the 1951-52
and 1952-53 marketing years and estimated
carryover at the end of the 1959-60 mar-
keting year

[In millions]

Esti- | Esti-

Date of | Carry- | mated | mated

Commodity carry- |overat | carry- | carry-
over end of | over at | over at

1951-52 | end of | end of

1952-53 |1959-601
‘Wheat _.hushnls._ July 1 256 560 1,350
Corn... o 486 700 2,000
3.9 4 10
283 225 200
73 50 160

1 Estimated can']yover at the ond of 1959-60 marketing
year is based pmdvnon @ d disap ce and ex-
ports for the remainder of the marketing season.
carryover actually realized at the end of the current sea-
80N MAY VAry mogernbu!y from these estimates depending
on trends in consumption and exports during the rest of

the season
prlat.lon m% 1961, pt. 8 lp o WAl

Corn and feed gra.tns today make up
the No. 1 agricultural problem of this
country and we have not yet felt its full
force. The brunt of the storage problem
will be delayed 2 years and more because
much of the corn will be held on
farms under ever-normal-granary loans.
These are loans made on the current
year’s crop and include extensions of
loans made on the previous year's crop.

Reseal programs for price-support
loans on 1959-crop farm-stored grains
have been announced on corn, barley,
wheat, and grain sorghums. In addition,
price-support reseal loans already in
effect on the 1958 grain sorghums,
wheat, corn, barley and oats, 1957 wheat
and corn, and 1956 corn can be extended
by producers for another year.

CARRYOVER BECOMES SURPLUS

From past experience, we know that
reasonable stockpiles are necessary both
from the standpoint of stabilization and
emergency situations. We are reaching
the point, however, that some of the
carryover is actual surplus production.
It is this production which hangs as a
constant threat over the market. The
following table describes the current sit-

$1.06 a bushel. This is the minimum— crease in carryover more dramatic than uation both in terms of desirable carry-
65 percent of parity. it is in the case of corn. over and surplus carryover:
TarLe 8.—Indicated surplus in carryover stocks for 1960
[In millions of bushels]
Estimated supply—disposition, 1950-60
Desirable Surplus
Utilization, 1959-60 Ending carryover ! CAITYOver
Commodity m Production £pljas stocks, in 1060 1
8, 1 udl.ng 1960
Domestic Exports Total
(4} @ @) ) (%) (6) () (®) ()]
Wheat.. 1,279 1,128 2,415 625 465 1,080 1,325 500
Corn 1,530 4,361 5,892 3,702 240 3,942 1,950 800
Grain sorghums. 510 579 1,000 405 110 515 576 50
Barley- 195 420 635 360 115 475 160 100
Soybeans 62 538 600 435 125 560 40 40
Oats.. . 368 1,074 1,445 1,208 Frd 1,245 200 200
Rye 13 21 38 24 5 29 9 5
F d 15 22 a7 26 7 33 4 5
1Th flicial figures for desirable earryover or surplus carryover stocks, Source: Hearings, Department of Agriculture appropriation bill, 1061, pt. 3, p. 753.
However, under existing conditions at home and abroad, desirable CATryOVer s0cks : e

should be approximately in line with the amounts shown

wn here.
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The increase in Commeodity Credit
stocks as a result of the increasing car-
ryover inevitably results in an increase
in storage costs. These, again, are costs
charged to the American farmer in al-
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most every discussion of the subject but
fromwhich hereceiveslittledirect benefit.
STORAGE COSTS MOUNT

For example, the July 1, 1959, corn in-
ventory of 1,043,676,000 bushels resulted

Tasim 4
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in a storage cost of $133,541,000 for fis-
cal year 1959. The following table
shows the inventory for each year and
the cost of storage:

Quantity of price-support corn in inventory at beginning of fiscal year and lotal storage costs recorded during fiscal years 1951 through 1955

[All figures in thousands]
Inven- | Btorage | Inven- | Storage | Inven- | Storage 1 Inven- | Btorage | Inven- | Btorage I Inven-
ommodit Unit of measure |tory July | cost fiscal| tory July | cost fiseal! tory July | cost tory July | cost fiscal| tory July | cost tory July
& o 1, 1850 |year 1051 | 1,1051 |year 1852| 1, 1952 |year 1653 1, 1053 |year 1954| 1, 10564 | year 1955| 1, 1956
Corn Bushel 332,400 | $30,577 | 413,423 | $28,207 | 313,805 | $19,584 | 228,020 | $44,284 | 364,030 | $58, 620 580, 724

Quandity of price support corn in inventory at beginning and end of fiscal year and lolal storage costs recorded during fiscal years 1956

through 1959

[All figures in thousands]
Inventory,| Storage |Inventory,| Storage |Inventory,| Storage |Invento Storage | Inventory,
Commodity Unit of measure July 1, 1955 | cost, fiscal | July 1,1956 | cost, fiscal | July1,1957 | cost, fiscal [July 1, cost, fiscal .'rulyl.'msé
year 1956 year 1857 year 1958 year 1959
Corn Bushel... 530, 724 $71, 532 702,121 $116, 659 803,256 | $130,078 | 1,028,032 $133, 541 1, 043, 676

Souree: Hearings, Department of Agriculture appropriations bill, 1061, pt. 3, pp. 484, 486,

CORN RATES CLIMB

The tremendous increase in costs is
not accounted for solely by the great in-
crease in inventories. The rate paid per
bushel has also increased steadily under
the storage agreements. Increased costs
of labor and material have undoubtedly
attributed to the increase. The follow-
ing table shows the change in rates for
corn, which increased from 13.25 cents
per bushel in 1952 to 18.89 cents in 1959:
TasLe b—Annual storage rates paid per

bushel of corn in commercial storage

Year: Rate
July 1, 1951, to May 31, 19562 .. $0. 1325
June 1-80, 1952, e . 1680
July 1, 1952, to June 30, 1953 . 1690
July 1, 1953, to May 31, 1954 . 1060
June 1-30, 1954_ . 1824
July 1, 1954, to June 30, 19556 . 1824
July 1, 1855, to May 31, 1956 . 1824
June 1, 1856, to June 30, 1057_____ . 1889
July 1, 1957, to June 30, 1958______ . 1889
July 1, 1958, to Dec. 81, 1959.... .1889

Source: ent of Agriculture ap-
propriations bill hearings, 1961, pt. 3, Pp.
377.

Overall storage and handling costs for
all commodities increased from $73.3
million in fiscal year 1952 to $481.7 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1959. It is appropriate
to note at this point that net income to
the farmer dropped 24 percent during
the same period. Estimated storage
charges for fiscal year 1960 are $612 mil-
lion and they are expected to be over
$700 million for 1961 unless something is
done to correct the situation.

As I have said, increased costs have
undoubtedly made some increases nec-
essary. Our subcommittee has watched
developments closely, however, and there
are questionable practices which have
contributed to this situation.

EXAMPLES OF WASTE

In 1955, for example, over 16 million
bushels of corn were moved from the

Midwest to the west coast at a cost to
the Government of over $8 million, even
though vacant space remained at the
locations from which it was shipped.

In other instances, we learned that
storage charges paid to some warehouses
from 1957 to 1959 were sufficiently high
to allow operators to recover their in-
vestment in buildings and equipment
in 2 years.

In some cases usable Government bins
were leased by Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to private persons and were re-
rented for storage of Government-owned
grain.

INEFFICIENCY CHARGED TO FARMER

No one will condone such practices as
the “efficient and effective” conduct of
business which is reguired by the charter
of the Commodity Credit Corporation.

Farmers themselves are the first to
suffer from costly and ineffective pro-
grams which only create new problems
without solving those already at hand.

The problem has meaning for a State
like mine, Minnesota, in which farmers
receive 74.5 percent of their income from
livestock and livestock products and 25.5
percent from crops. Minnesota farmers
are familiar with the agricultural adage
that cheap feed means cheap livestock.
This has been hammered home to them
by experience.

STOCKS HANG OVER MARKET

Farmers who depend upon livestock
and livestock products as a major source
of income have a right to be uneasy
about the mounting stocks of feed grains.
Those who produce cattle, hogs, dairy
products, and egegs may well be con-
cerned if such stocks can be made avail-
able at any moment to others who could
convert them into livestock and live-
stock products. In the past 2 years we
have seen the warning signs in the vio-
lent fluctuations in feed prices because
of these available feed stocks.

The following table relates corn pro-
ductions and the number of hogs raised
from 1952 through 1959:

TasLE 6.—Corn production, number of pigs
roésed, 1952-59

Year Corn Ec» Pigs
di raised
Thousand Thousand
bushels head
3,291,004 88, 820
3,200, 896 77,014
8, 0567, 801 830
2,229,743 85, 719
&&%ﬁ’ #7960
800, 499
4, 361, 170 101, 636

pr?m'bﬁﬂl, 1961, p?g%l:‘ﬁg“ N

What this means to agriculture in dol-
lars and cents can readily be seen in the
average prices received by farmers for
these products. On November 1, 1952,
the average price received for corn was
$149. By January 15, 1960, it had
dropped to 98 cents a bushel.

HOG FRICES DROP

Farmers received an average of $17.65
per hundredweight for hogs on Novem-
ber 1, 1952. The average price per hun-
dredweight on January 15, 1960, was
$12.10.

The same pattern is repeated for
other feed grains, as well as for most of
the commodities sold by farmers, This
is evidence enough that the tremendous
expenditures of this administration on
what it calls farm programs have only
contributed to one failure after another,
Farmers may well question the motives
of those who charge them with such
great costs from which they benefit so
little.

FEED PRICES STILL DECLINING

That lower livestock and poultry prices
tend to further depress grain prices
is evident from the recent issue of the
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Feed Situation, a bimonthly publication
of the Agricultural Marketing Service.
The April 1960 report says:

Big feed grain supplies, lower average
prices for livestoek and poultry, and reduced
demand for commercially prepared feeds, es-
pecially poultry and hog feeds, have been
bearish factors in the market. Feed grain
prices have made less than their normal sea-
sonal rise since last fall. In mid-March the
index of prices received by farmers for feed
grains was 4 percent below a year earlier.
The index of wholesale prices of high-protein
feed averaged 8 percent lower in March this
year than last.

MANAGEMENT, CONSERVATION SUFFER

The consequences do not end here.
When more production is needed to
maintain a bare subsistence income be-
cause of lower prices, both farm man-
agement and soil conservation suffer.

Some will say we had the soil bank
with its acreage reserve and conserva-
tien reserve. This, they try to tell us,
not only controlled production but con-
served soil. My answer is that you do
not bring production into balance with
demand by setting aside all of the mar-
ginal land in the country. Very little
high productive land has gone into the
soil bank as it was administered. In my
own State of Minnesota, we planted more
acres of corn when the acreage reserve
was in operation than we did without it.

Corn acreage planted jumped from
74,513,000 acres: in 1958 to 85,530,000
acres in 1959. In Minnesota, during
this period, alfalfa acreage dropped 25,-
000 acres and all hay planted was down
almost 86,0000 acres. The harvested
acreage of all hay in the United States
dropped from 75,360,000 acres in 1954
to 69,404,000 acres in 1959. During the
corresponding period, all hay in Minne-
sota dropped by 500,000 acres.

HAY ACREAGE DECLINES

The following table, supplied in our
hearings at my request, tells its own
story about the trend in Minnesota and
the Nation in the first year the new pro-
gram on corn was in effect.
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‘TasnE T
[Tn: thousands)
1058 1059
| beres [Brodus Acs- [Podire
age tion | age | tion
(acres) | (tons) | (acres) | (tons)
Minnesota:
Alfalfa and alfalfn -
mix for: || 2,253 ' 4,067 | 2,230 4, 906
Ajlhas'_ --| 8,505 | 6,063 | 3,382 @, 403
TUnited States:
Alfalfe and alfalfn
mix for hag______| | 20,864 | 67,247 | 28,740 | 64,730
AWhay. oo il 73,004 (121,819 | 69, 404 | 112, 764

msl':l;]sr;:n: Crop production, 1059 annual sommary

Hearings, Pepartment of Agrieniture approprintions
bill, 1961, pt. 3, p. 547,

There is no intent to imply that the
result is already disastrous. An unfor-
tunate trend has been established, how-
ever, and it bears watching by all who
are concerned in promoting sound con-
servation practices. It is another trend
reversed and we can only hope it does
not have the same meaning we have
witnessed in some of the other reversals
we have examined today.

INCOME ESSENTIAL TO CONSERVATION

When farmers are driven to abandon
soil and water conservation practices in
a desperate effort to preserve a bare
level of existence, the whole Nation will
inevitably suffer. Technology has pro-
vided the tools of conservation but a
reasonable and stable income is one of
the essentials to proper use of these tools.

Corn is a ready example of what is
happening to one of our most important
crops. For the past decade the value
of our corn production has been at or
above the $4 billion mark. It is grown
on more acres than any other crop with
the exception of pasture land.

CORN IS A MAJOR CROP

Corn produces more than two-thirds
of a hog, more than one-third of a
chicken. It produces 13 percent of a
beef steer and about 8 percent of a quart
of milk. The Department of Agriculture
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experts have told us that 1,000 bushels
of corn is equivalent to enough meat,
milk, and egzs to supply one person with
food energy for 20 years:

The basic uses of corn are food for
man and feed for livestock but it has
hundreds of other uses. Produects made
from eorn are in the books we read, the
paper we write on, the rugs on our floor.
Corn is used in the mines, in the steel
plants, in the chemical faetories, in ex~
plosives, in textiles, and in the airplanes
that fly overhead.

First and foremost, however, corn re-
mains a basie food erop and what hap-
pens to it and the other feed grains has
consequence for all of American agricul-
ture.

CORM FAILURE IS SYMBOL

What has happened to corn in the
agricultural economy is just one example
of the Eisenhower administration’s lack
of understanding and cynical disregard
of farm faets. How else could it fail to
profit from the experience of the Hoover
administration’s Farm Board?

The corn program approved and
adopted by Secretary Benson is as inept
and wasteful as anything we have wit-
nessed since the failure of the Farm
Board. What causes us most concern is
that the worst is yet to come. If the
Nation’s agriculture—livestock, poultry,
and crop producers—can continue to
operate under this legacy of chaos it will
indeed be a miracle.

THIS IS THE RECORD

The sorry record of the conseqguences
these policies have had for all agricul-
ture does not need to be discussed here
in all of its dismal and discouraging de-
tail. The Secretary of Agriculture him-
self has done this for us in a table which
he supplied for the record of our hear-
ings. It is a comparison of the average
prices received by farmers in the United
States on November 1, 1952, on January
15, 1953, and January 15, 1960. Mr.
Chairman, sad to say, it speaks for it-
self:

Tasre 8.—Average prices received by farmers for farm products, United Slates

Commodity and' unit E‘MM Estimated, | Estimated, Commodity and unit Es - :
- 1, 1062 | Jan. 15, 1053 | Jan. 15, 1960 - Nov. I, 1952 J‘m;lﬂ,l& Jan. 15, 1960
‘Whest, perbusbell .. ________________| $2.10 10 % . 50 215 | $2.00
N —— is | GE | b T R
reclpine ) ol i RN | 148 1.48 g aes | 1070 0. 30
Qats, per bushel. ! 886 .821 . B85 .70 23, 4 24,00
?&'é%‘&m"?;;mf - Tandredweight. 784 %7k £5 ot 88 2030 B
Hay, all baled, per. o SR e WM i 26. 40 22.20 729 . 683 597
Cotton, A Upland, per pound. __{ 3541 L2079 203 5.30 44,80 4.36.
Cotton, Ameriean- ) per pound__|' 1.08° 1.00 . 581 b | «ar “IIE
Ty i LN =T SN, 70. 200 65.30 30. 80 258 .38 | 6%
Soybean, per bushel . ___.______ " 27 2.69 200 333 336 | 282
per pound. . .11 IO 101 BT 458 206
, per hushel. a_| L7 3.70 mT . 501 . 510 425
Bventyottons por Dotk | fw 50 i :
1 . | 5 [ INDEX NTUMEBERS (1910-14=100) [
Beans, dry edible, ; - hundredweight___|| 8481 8. 46 7. 50 X 3
l?%dryﬂ perh'ﬁnﬂmd.mht.%{ 5.78 6.09 3.92 Prices received fromy farmers. - cweee—| 280 | 267 |\ 231
Apples, per 277 a 2.14 Parity index 283 | 283 |, 200
Grapefruit, per box T SR LoV 53 .95 | Parity ratio. o 9% | w
I Average of prices received Oet. 15 and Nowv. 15 exvept grapefruit, which Is Oct. 1 s Sold by farmers direct!  COTSUMEers,
1 Equivalent on-tree for all _ s%m % sﬁoldhr H:_w oo Mlar. 2 1080
g Hcs R sl milk sald at.wihiolesals to plants-and Hearings, e oSty Hesxtgs; 1981, D 55 . 290
& Preliminary.
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If ever there was a time for a change,
it is now. Continuation of the present
policies must ultimately force the Amer-
ican farmer into a tightly regulated and
regimented system of agriculture or into
economic peonage. This has been the
fate of a depressed agriculture in almost
every civilized nation in the world. The
consequences will not be suffered only
by those who till the soil but by the
entire Nation. When farmers are forced
by a cost-price squeeze to destroy their
soil resources, the entire Nation and its
future generations are impoverished.

AGRICULTURE IS BASIC INDUSTRY

Despite the disregard in which it is
held by this administration, agriculture
is still the most important single indus-
try in the United States, the major
source of our food and raw materials,
and one of industry’'s largest customers.

Our Subcommittee on Agricultural
Appropriations has been fighting alter-
nately a delaying and then a holding
action against the onslaught of admin-
istrative power. The bill before you to-
day represents another battle in this
cold war. We have tried to meet the
needs of modern agriculture by writing
workable laws and providing the funds
to administer them. Unfortunately, we
have not always won.

SUBCOMMITTEE EFFORTS OPPOSED

What comfort we have we take in con-
sideration of how much worse things
might have been. We have tried to pre-
serve some semblance of working pro-
grams even when overwhelmed by mal-
administration and deliberate contempt
for the intent of Congress. I say to you
in all sincerity, I wish we had been more
successful. I am sorry to report that
some of the funds we have provided have
been squandered to the detriment of the
farmer and in total disregard of our
purposes.

We can no longer afford the luxury
of do-nothingism and the extravagance
of hesitation and confusion. Not only
the welfare of our basic industry is at
stake. It involves the welfare of every
man, woman, and child who eat their
daily bread in the secure knowledge that
our soil, in the providence of God, con-
tains untold wealth if we are both wise
and good in its use.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ARENDs].

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say to the committee that at the
bottom of page 17, “Benefits to General
Public,” you begin to get into a question
which has interested me very much. I
picked up the paper the other day when
this appropriations action was an-
nounced, and the headlines said, “$4 Bil-
lion Appropriated for Agriculture.”

It seems to me that we too often leave
the impression that every dollar spent
within the Agriculture Department is
spent for the benefit of the farmer. In
this section you have begun to get into
the question and I was hoping your com-
mittee could set forth the total amount
of what might be really charged to agri-
culture and what to the general public,
so that there will be a better under-
standing on the part of our populace
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that agriculture as such does not reap
the benefit of many of the dollars ap-
propriated in the Department of Agri-
culture bill,

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle-
man for his statement. I am afraid
much of the press is directed to the 88
percent of the people who are non-
farmers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Horan].

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to make some observations and
to perhaps have a little collogquy with my
chairman.

It has been a pleasure to serve with the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT-
TEN], and the other members of this sub-
committee, and I want to at this time
particularly pay my respects to two of
our hard-working clerks, Mr. Pope and
Mr. Gunnels.

The responsibilities of the Appropria-
tions Committee are not in themselves
legislative, but we do have a responsibil-
ity to point out to the House in our
report on these bills the need for amend-
ing present legislation or even the need
for new legislation.

Out my way we have no Government
storage at all. Up until a sorry incident
of about 6 weeks ago we had a very fine
record as to honesty and good storage
practices.

I would like to ask the chairman a
question at this point. In our dealing
with this storage problem, it was not the
intention of the subcommittee to handi-
cap or in any way criticize our old line
storage people, such as cooperatives and
that sort of thing.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr, Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, certainly we did
not. However, we did recognize the total
cost and that there should be some at-
tention given to holding the cost in line.
I think the gentleman would agree with
me, whether it was an old line ware-
house or not, that the ideal situation
would be to keep the warehouse full the
year around, rather than on a 30-day
basis. We tried to limit our directives to
holding the total cost down. I think,
however, the big warehouse might have
definite means of storing grain at a flat
rafe per month, and that is the sort of
thing we directed our attention to.

Mr. HORAN. I do not want to be-
labor the point too much. Of course, in
a period of 3 years we will have paid out
in excess of $134 billion of American
money for storage of surplus commodi-
ties, and that certainly dictates to me
the need for remedial legislation, and I
hope that that is the thing that we have
pointed out this afternoon.

Now, on page 216 of part II of our
hearings, we have a complete report
covering many pages of the operations
under Public Law 480. And, on page
19 of the committee report here we have
a considerable discussion of the opera-
tions under Public Law 480, and if the
chairman will respond, I would like to
get his reaction to what is intended. I
was referring to the report on page 19
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where it says, “Everybody but the farmer
benefits from Public Law 480.” I would
like to have your comments on that at

this time,

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the
gentleman that I worked rather hard on
-this report. I would not say that there
is no benefit to the farmer. What we
are trying to say is that everybody else
profits to a greater degree. Really, with
what we are now giving away virtually
under Public Law 480, if production were
pulled back and the farmer’'s price re-
lated in some degree to his cost, the
farmer would be a great deal better off.
If, what we are now giving away under
Public Law 480, we were selling so that
it would follow normal channels and be-
come available to people, it would be
much less costly. As the gentleman
well knows, most all the Public Law 480
sales are made to foreign governments
and the governments then in turn sells
them for what the traffic will bear. For
instance, I know of one country where
they bought the commodities and in turn
sold them and reaped a tremendous
profit.

Mr. HORAN. In no way did you in-
tend to close the doors of Public Law
480 in the export fleld?

Mr. WHITTEN. It is beyond our con-
trol. They have the authority to dis-
pose of these commodities, and there is
nothing we can do about it except sign
the check and complain. So, this is our
complaint.

Mr. HORAN. We have a pretty good
export market as reflected in the hear-
ings. Our exports of agricultural com-
modities for the present year are ex-
pected to be $4.2 billion, of which $2.9
billion are exported for dollars. But
where Public Law 480 is important, it is
very important to those of us who have
wheat districts, because under Public
Law 480 about 64 percent of our wheat is
exported. Thirty-three percent of our
cotton, 49 percent of our rice and 73
pielrcent of our cottonseed and soybean
oil.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentlema: yield?
Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. WHITTEN. May I say that, as
long as we have our production plant
built up the way it is, and as long as we
have nothing except existing laws, I think
the American farmer if we did not have
this outlet would be in a terrible situa-
tion. I do think that we need to point
out that the maximum benefits go else-
where and that somewhere along the line
we owe it to ourselves and the farmer to
pull our production in line, so that the
farmer will not be dependent upon this
outlet, and so that the Treasury will
not be financing this outlet. In other
words, we need to recognize that this is
an emergency program and is not a long-
range cure of the problem.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to say to the committee that last Friday
the full Committee on Appropriations
took what I think is a good step. They
appointed a special subcommittee to
study the use of these foreign currencies
that are generated under Public Law
480. Our subcommittee feels that one
of the primary reasons for having Public
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Law 480 was the market development
work and I hope that that is protected.

On page 218 of part 2 of the hearings
you will see a list of the proposals to
spend these foreign currencies which are
resting comfortably in our Treasury now,
and more or less the whole Committee
on Appropriations has denied these funds
except in their use for agricultural mar-
ket development work.

Mr. Chairman, there is one other mat-
ter I would like to discuss here. There
has been some discussion about the pes-
ticide investigation. We had a colloquy
with the chairman of the subcommittee
when he spoke, on that subject. Of
course, a lot of it was generated because
of the cranberry fiasco last fall. It
seemed that practically everybody who
came before our subcommittee used that
as an argument for justification so we
did not go along entirely with the budg-
et request, because we felt that some co-
ordination should exist between Food
and Drug, Public Health and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, that each should
know what the other is doing.

The committee felt it was necessary
to cut this request for approximately
$1,500,000 of additional funds to carry
on research to avoid pesticide residues.
The committee recommends an increase
of $250,000. I am sure that every mem-
ber of the committee agrees that residues
from pesticides and other chemieals used
in agriculfure are one of the greatest
difficulties facing American agriculture
and American consumers.

Production of commerecial quantities of
many of our most popular fruits and
vegetables would be impossible without
pesticides. The apple crop would be al-
most a total loss, and the same would be
true for peaches. Potatoes and tomatoes
would be cut drastically. The small
quantities of acceptable fruits and vege-
tables would sell at prices way out of
reach of the average American,

We might as well face the facts about
the need for chemieals in our present
state of knowledge eoncerning insects,
diseases, and other pests. We also have
to face the fact that it is almost impos-
sible to control these pests with chemi-
cals without leaving some residues that
should be avoided. Recent techniques
are able to detect traces of residues that
were not even suspected a few years ago.
The only answer to this situation is mere
research.

In the Agricultural Research Service
today we have some of the world's most
able scientists. They have already dem-
onstrated their ability to think up new
ways to control pests without chemicals,
as illustrated by the eradication of the
screw worm fly in Florida. They now
propose a hard-hitting research program
to make fuller use of biological controls,
insect sterility, and new materials such
as attractants, repellants, and hormones.

This new research would not take the
place of that done by the chemical com-
panies. They would continue their work
of development and testing. The De-
partment should direct its energies to
finding new ways to control insects with-
out chemiecals or by developing new
chemicals that do not leave harmful
residues,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, LIPSCOMB. I take this time, Mr.
Chairman, to ask a question of the
chairman of the subcommittee. On
page 31 of the report, under Foreign
Agricultural Service, there is a para-
graph which reads as follows:

The increase Includes an additional $800,-
000 to cover by direct appropriation for the
first time certain attaché expenses paid in
;tslrior years from foreign currency alloca-

ons;

Does this mean that the United States
Government is now going to spend dol-
lars for certain attaché expenses that in
the past have been paid for out of for-
eign currencies?

Mr. WHITTEN. Only to the degree
that circumstances have made it neces-
sary. In other words, heretofore we have
had foreign currencies available in a
number of Western European countries
and elsewhere, in countries which no
longer qualify for Public Law 480 com-
modities which generate these curren-
cies. So we have directed this agency
to use foreign currencies to the fullest
extent possible. But in some of those
cases, countries which were formerly
financed that way do not have the cur-
rencies available. So we anticipate that
out of the $800,000 they will use foreign
currencies to the fullest extent possible.
But we did not want the absence of
such currencies to cause us to close up
attaché posts in areas where it has be-
come necessary to finance them with
dollars.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Is it possible to pin-
point the areas or the countries where
the additional $800,000 is going to be
spent?

Mr. WHITTEN. The testimony was
that they could not. One of our prob-
lems is, where there is a limited amount
of currency, frequently our Govern-
ment gives priority to embassies and
regular operations there, and perhaps
the military, so.agriculture does not know
just. where it will stand in the list of
those that are seeking foreign curren-
cies in those countries where it is very
limited in the way of priority. They
could not tell us. But they have specific
instructions to use foreign ecurrencies
where available.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. It is: the intention
of the committee that where foreign
currencies are owed or owned by the
Treasury of the United States the agri-
cultural observers should use American
dollars to purchase foreign currencies?

Mr. WHITTEN. They all belong to
the Government. The Foreign Agricul-
tural Service would be buying them from
the Treasury and reimbursing the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. So the
money in that instance would go to one
arm of the Government and the cur-
rency be owned by the other. This hap-
pens to be in the same department of
Government and would be a hookkeep-
ing transaetion.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield >

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man: from Ohio.
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Mr. BOW. Would these have to be
480 funds or could they not be other
currencies, foreign currencies generally?

Mr. WHITTEN. We have been deal-
ing with 480 funds and inadvertently I
used that terminology. We have other
foreign currencies, too.

Mr. BOW. It would refer to all for-
eign currencies?

Mr. WHITTEN. Yes. Ihad reference
to that. I happened inadvertently to
use the term “480 funds.”

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent. that the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. WeAvER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, in dis-
cussing this hill briefly I would like to
commend the gentlemen of the Subcem-
mittee on Agricultural Department Ap-
propriations for a very fine job, indeed.
They have attacked a very complex job
with vigor and foresight and have on the
;hﬁ?le accomplished a great deal in this

I would like to limit my comments to
two specific phases of this measure which
are of extreme importance not only na-
tionally but to my own congressional dis-
trict as well. I would like to mention
briefly the watershed conservancy pro-
gram and the hot Iunch program for the
39 million schoolchildren of our Nation.

Watershed conservaney is, in my opin-
ion, one of the most important develop-
ments in recent years in the field of posi-
tive planning for the orderly development
of our natural resources and the protec-
tion of our farmlands, our small towns
and, in some cases, our bigger cities.

This vital work is aimed as keeping
the water back in the upper valleys, the
small streams and creeks of the Nation,
holding it back during the heavy period
of runoff so that these waters cannot
swell the bigger streams and rivers and
add to the flood damage below. It is
geared, too, to the holding back of water
on the land where it can be used as the
dry spells of the summer make it neces-
sary.

In my own State of Nebraska this year
we suffered disastrous floods. If is esti-
mated that roads and highways and
bridges were damaged in the amount of
over $3 million.

In one small area of Gage County in
southern Nebraska one major source of
runoff—Big Indian Creek—did damage
to county roads and bridges alone esti-
mated at $100,000. This particular area
has already been organized into a water-
shed conservancy district and plans are
under way for proper development of
conservation projects. The amount of
damage done in the spring of 1960 would
have paid for the operation costs of these
projects for a number of years.

By contrast, the watershed next to Big
Indian Creek has already started con-
struction work and is about 80 percent
completed. The streams in this area
did practically no damage this year.
They were, indeed, very well behaved.
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‘We have these classic examples of what
can be done, the amount of money that
can be saved, in every part of the Mid~
west. I hope that this program can
eventually be spread to include every part
of the Nation.

The present bill will be a major step
in achieving that ambition. It provides
a total of $32 million for this work, an
increase of $9,250,000 over last year's ap-
propriations and an increase of some
$4,250,000 over this year’s budget esti-
mates.

Mr. Chairman, this kind of increase
cannot be considered a waste of tax dol-
lars; it is, instead, a wise investment of
public funds in the future of America.
It is estimated that each year flood dam-
age costs the American people over $1
billion. Of this amount, some $500 mil-
lion or more is in the form of damage
to farmlands in the upper valleys, the
watershed areas. If, by making an in-
vestment of $32 million we can cut down
this extravagant waste of soil and other
resources, we are making a major in-
vestment in Ameriea.

Every ounce of this valuable soil will
someday be needed. We are a nation
presently rich in natural resources, but
every economist and every forecaster
points to the day which is not too far
distant when the United States will be
straining its reserves to provide enough
food for its growing population. This
valuable asset must be preserved if we
are to face these critical times of the
future with confidence. I am highly
gratified that the committee has seen fit
to take the necessary steps.

Concerning the school lunch program,
I feel that it, too, is an investment in the
future. It is an effort to help develop
our most important of all resources, the
youngsters of the Nation.

I have heard many times and in many
places the stories of benefits which have
accrued to the Nation through this hot
lunch program. I believe in it; I have
always believed in it.

There are some 39 million school-age
children in the United States today. Ap-
proximately 30 percent of these children
benefit directly from the hot lunch pro-
gram. For many of these youngsters it is
the only decent meal they get during the
course of the day. It is the only effort
at balancing the diet of many thousands
of them.

The present bill provides an outright
appropriation of $110 million for this

program. In addition, it provides for
transfer of $45 million from section 32
funds to provide meats and so forth for
the program. This makes a minimum of
$155 million for the hot lunch program
and it is my sincere hope that this will
be augmented during the course of the
year by transfer of other commodities to
the program from our surplus stocks.

Mr. Chairman, both of these programs
represent increases over the recom-
mendations contained in the President's
budget. I donot consider either of them
to be a waste of tax dollars, or a depletion
of the Nation’'s wealth. I consider both
of them to be rather a wise and sound in-
vestment by this Congress in the future
of America. I can and do most heartily
recommend both of these increases to
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle.
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It is my hope that they will be retained in
the bill, as is, upon final passage.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I come
to the well again in this session still the
low man on the totem pole so far as the
composition of this subcommittee is con-
cerned. It is no secret that during this
year and the past year I have been at
odds with members of the majority and
sometimes even to some degree with
members on my own side. I guess this
stems from the fact that I try as best I
can to represent the thinking of the ma-
jority of the farmers in my congressional
district back in the heart of Illinois.
The general philosophy of those farmers
is that eventually they would like to get
back to a free system. They do not like
controls and they do not like allotments
and they do not like Government regi-
mentation of any sort. They want to be
free to be on their own to chart their
own course. So my whole philosophy
reflects that thinking which is prevalent
among the farmers of my district.

I am sorry that last Friday it was
necessary for me to be out at St. Louis
University on a prior commitment when
the subcommittee was reporting to the
full committee. The report of the com-
mittee was airmailed special to me and I
read it on the plane coming back today.

It is in a sense the chairman's handi-
work, and this is his privilege as chair-
man of our subcommittee. He knows
that many times I disagree with him,
always in good faith. It seems to me
that the first 20 pages of the report are
pretty much a political speech. I suspect
that if I spend 25 or 30 years here I could
make my own political speech, if it be-
comes my pleasure to author a report
at some future date.

Let me go over several of the items in
the few minutes I have. We find on
page 2, for instance, a discussion of the
decline in farm income. Farm income
has declined, but it compares with the
period of time from 1932 to 1952, making
no mention of course that in that time
there was a serious depression and that
as late as 1939 there were still 9 million
unemployed. Then, of course, we had
World War IT and then a few postwar
years following the war, and again an-
other war, the Korean conflict. All that
has a definite effect, I would say, on
what farmers were getting for their com-
modities as against the peaceful years
from 1953 to the present day.

On page 4, in talking about the pro-
grams that have been enacted through
this administration by this Congress, and
the item of $25.8 billion of cost, $8 billion
coming from reduced price supports. Of
course, there is no mention made of what
the cost might have been had we had
rigid 90-percent price supports. There
is nothing in the record that would indi-
cate if we had rigid 90-percent price sup-
ports what the cost might be. The $8
billion could very well be double that
amount with high rigid supports.

Then the soil bank program costing
$4.3 billion. I differed at times with
the Department in the administration
of the soil bank program. My own feel-
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ing would be that Congress itself, since
we are writing the laws, should have
said “crop acres” or “productive acres”
and not have left it up to the discretion
of the farmer himself to put his creek
bottom land in the soil bank or in the
conservation reserve. It seems to me
our responsibility here is—if we intend
to put crop acres and good productive
acres into the bank, we ought to say so
in the law and if we do not say so, why
should we criticize the people downtown
when in this vast and massive program,
they cannot keep on top of every single
one of them?

Then on page 5, in talking about the
reduced net income over a period of
7 years to the extent of 20 percent,
we discount to a degree the decline in
farm population which from 1950 to
1960 declined 23 percent from 71 mil-
lion to 5.8 million, and under the best
predictions from the Department, we
will find the farm population declining
in the sixties another 12 percent.

It seems to me when we are talking
about “farmers tending to increase their
production as farm prices are reduced,”
we discount altogether the matter or the
idea that a farmer regardless of what
conditions prevail would not want to
increase his farm production.

If we might move along to Public
Law 480, and the criticism that has been
leveled against the program, it seems
to me that the Secretary and the De-
partment ocught to be commended for
the amount of surplus commodities that
we have been able to peddle overseas al-
though I am concerned, having visited
a number of foreign countries, at what
is involved when we get paid not in dol-
lars but rather in loeal currencies. I
was glad when we were in Japan to find
that one product which does sell in Ja-
pan for dollars is $100 million worth of
soybeans of which we produce so much
in my area and in the entire State of
Illinois. When I was in Thailand we were
criticized, or our Government was crit-
icized, because of the amount of grain
we were sending to Indonesia. Why?
Because the export of rice from Thai-
land to Indonesia was their second best
source of revenue.

So it is not just a simple matter for
the Secretary or our officials to peddle
our surpluses. There are a number of
complex problems to be considered. I
think they ought to be commended for
what they have been able to dispose of.

On page 10, there is discussed the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and sugges-
tions to the extent that the board should
be full-time employed individuals of the
Department rather than simply those in-
dividuals in the Department who are in
the capacity of Secretary or Under Sec-
retary or Assistant Secretary and so on
down the line.

I have some mixed emotions about this
particular proposal although I am very
mindful that here we have a corporation
with such tremendous assets, it seems
to me that just about full time has to be
devoted to the business of administering
the business of this vast Corporation.
My mind is open on this particular sug-
gestion. But I do not think the com-
mittee erred in opening it up for dis-
cussion.
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On the matter of grain storage on page
11, I think we should be temperate in
our criticism. When one says we should
utilize Government storage when avail-
able, rather than private storage, what
happens when the Government storage
is in the State of Washington and the
grain is in Ohio or Indiana or Pennsyl-
vania? Do we pay the cost of freight
from one coast to the other, just in or-
der to get it into Government storage?

Mr. WHITTEN. I think the point the
gentleman makes is a good one.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. Iyield.

Mr. AVERY. I think the gentleman
was on the floor when I had a colloquy
with the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SanTANGELO] in respect to the storage
matter. After I had concluded my re-
marks, I think the record was left in
this position: That the Department of
Agriculture had advised at least some
Members of the House that Government-
owned storage was costing only about 6
cents a bushel. I would like to propound
a question to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WaITTEN]. Has the De-
partment of Agriculture ever furnished
the committee that figure?

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not have any
such information. They may have sup-
plied it to some individual. I have not
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had any such statement that I know of.
I do not mean to be all inclusive, because
there are about 8,000 employees in the
Department, so what somebody may have
told somebody else I do not know.

Mr. AVERY. Did I understand the
gentleman to say that the committee
itself had made some study of the cost
of this storage?

Mr. WHITTEN. We have made about
three investigations through the years.

Mr. AVERY. I mean recently.

Mr. WHITTEN. We had one this
year.

Mr. AVERY. What did that reveal
as to the cost of Government storage?

Mr. WHITTEN. Again I am sorry I
cannot give the gentleman that infor-
mation right offhand. If you leave it
for 2 years it costs one amount. If you
turn it over it costs another amount.
So there is no set figure, but it did show
that in some instances it would be much
more economical, in my opinion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MIcHEL]
has expired.

Mr, WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 3 additional min-
utes.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield again?

Mr. MICHEL. Glad to yield to my
friend.
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Mr. AVERY. Does not the gentleman
from Mississippi concede that it is not
according to correct practice to put into
a committee report that the storage
rates are excessive and issue a mandate
that they should be reduced when he
says he does not know what the cost is?

Mr. WHITTEN. There are not many
places where the Secretary and I agree,
but he said they were excessive and he
cut them. We say we agreed with them.
So that apparently we are in agreement.
He said they were excessive and cut
them,

Mr. AVERY. I am frying to find out
what the committee finds.

Mr. WHITTEN. I hate to quote the
press, but according to the press the
Secretary said his own investigation had
nothing to do with it. This is done
from our own studies.

Mr. AVERY. All I am asking the
gentleman is, can he tell us what the
study showed as to the cost of Govern-
ment storage?

Mr. WHITTEN. I am not giving the
details because I do not have them.
They were sufficient because the Depart-
ment reduced the rates. We in our re-
port urged them to reduce them and
urged them to use the Government stor-
age when they were more economical.

Mr. AVERY. I appreciate the gentle-
man yielding to me. I include the fol-
lowing chart:

Cost of handling grain— Expense per bushel, elevators Nos. 1 and 3

1047 1048 1049 1950 1951 1952 1953 1854 1955 1956 1957 1958 1050
Rated mpacidtly.-.- 16, 000 16, 000 22, 000 22, 000 27, 000 27, 000 000 | - 215,000 | 275000 | 275,000 | 370,000 000
Bushels handled... 312,667 | 301,119 | 337,161 | 534,246 | 396,837 | 248 900 | 609, 765 A 403,134 | 311,883 | 700, 470 598, 913
Shrink. 2,703 2,154 2,360 2,729 8,797 1,792 2, 358 2,728 2,136 1,953 1,439 1,953 224
Omatl[a‘# expense:
8 es and labor. - -caveee--- $0.01566 | $0.02202 | $0.027564 | $0.03615 | $0.02820 | $0.03808 | $0.05640 | $0.03105 | $0.03574 | $0.04236 | $0.056550 | $0.03187 | $0
Repairs and supplies_ .. ... k 00292 . 00340 . 00344 00372 00655 . 00449 01162 . 01469 . 01561 . 01189 01527 02190
Httlithon. . ..o oo i 00176 . 00302 . 00284 00221 00421 00549 00678 . 00480 . 00667 00874 00956 00693 00565
08 e e 00267 . 00369 . 00383 00336 . 00286 . 00451 . 00842 . 00390 . 00883 . 00043 01999 01207
8 L i .| .00162 . 00241 . 00231 00167 00191 00191 . 00827 . 00129 . 00196 00304 00302 00779
Other expense = . 00397 . 00363 00367 00593 . 00708 . 01165 . 00528 00694 01102 01286 01529 02092
ink_ ... - 01315 01033 01175 . 01408 00880 . 00903 01894 . 00895 . 01000 . 00881 92 00159
Total operating expenses per
bushel . 04305 . 04026 . 055630 06453 . 05563 . 073566 11004 . 06689 . 08483 10001 12314 . 088056 11674
Depreciation. . ___ g . 00382 . 00561 007561 01117 . 00781 . 00946 01637 . 00579 01415 02167 . 02088 . 03781 . 03546
Total expense per bushel..... . 04687 06487 . 06281 07570 . 06344 . 08301 12641 .07268 . 09898 . 12168 . 15302 . 12676 15220

Mr. MICHEL. That is very well. I
would say to the gentleman from Kan-
sas that my own position would be of
course that many times we need storage
and we need it now. Who is to say that
the Government could build storage
more efficiently at the moment than some
private industry? We have to pat them
on the back for supplying the storage
when they did, in times of critical need,
and refrain from casting a blanket in-
dictment against all when most have
acted in good faith.

Mr. BROOEKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. Happy to yield.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I want
to say I am thoroughly in accord with
what the gentleman has had to say with
reference to using available storage if
it is located in the right areas. Re-
cently, however, it came to my atten-
tion that the military was withdrawing
from a certain plant which was suitable
for storage purposes. I took the matter
up with the CCC and suggested that it

might be available for grain storage. I
have a letter in reply from them to the
effect that public storage was not usable,
that they wanted private storage even
if it had to be constructed. I know the
gentleman does not go along with that.

Mr. MICHEL. No; certainly not.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. But cer-
tainly if public storage is available and
can be adapted to the program it seems
it seems to me it should be used.

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman will
agree that when public storage is avail-
able and suitable for the storage of grain
it should be used, but there are a num-
ber of problems involved and factors
that have to be taken into considera-
tion, such as aeration and so forth.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. But they
should look into its adaptability to stor-
age and use it if possible. They do not
want public storage if it will cost a great
deal to adapt public storage to the pur-
poses indicated. I can understand that,
but they should not take an arbitrary
stand in the matter.

I say further to the gentleman I re-
cently read an article to the effect that
we were paying $1 million a day for
grain storage, and paying $2 million
a day for overall storage. If that is
correct surely we should use public stor-
age if it is adaptable for the purpose
and properly located and would cost
less than storage which has to be built
by private enterprise for that particular
purpose., The gentleman I am sure
agrees with that,

Mr. MICHEL. Yes sir,

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MICHEL. I yield.

Mr. BREEDING. I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Illinois for
his stand on this matter and make the
point that in our area of Kansas if it
had not been for private enterprise
creating grain storage we would not have
had any, for there is not any public
storage of any consequence available.
I think a good deal of unjust criticism
has been directed at the grain storage
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people, saying they are riding the gravy
train, and so forth, whereas if it had
not been for them, if it had not been
for private enterprise, we would not
have had any storage in my State of
Kansas; the farmers would not have
had any place to store their grain,

Mr. MICHEL. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s contribution.

If I might make another point it would
be in the area of the conservation re-
serve program and ACP payments, Last
year I offered a cutting amendment to
the bill and I was soundly defeated by
about 2 to 1 majority. This year, of
course, there is no change in the com-
plexion of the Congress and I do not
know that my arguments would be any
more persuasive this year than last. I
still say, however, that in this bill there
is no rhyme, nor sense, nor reason for
the Federal Government's footing the
bill on any farm for taking out hedge-
rows or tearing down stone fences
and one thing and another, which is
still the practice. When I was a boy
on the farm we rooted out our own
hedgerows on the farm with horses and
a scraper. Many a harness and tugs
were broken in this operation but I see
no reason why people today cannot do
the same thing on their own, If it is
a matter of tearing down stone fences
I do not see why we have fo come to
Washington to get Federal aid to tear
down stone fences, but this is still a
practice under the ACP program.

Mr. Chairman, in my remaining min-
ute or two may I simply conclude by
making my own little political speech in
answer to the first 20 pages of our re-
port and I would do by making these
six points:

First. The Democrats bequeathed the
Eisenhower administration an agricul-
tural time bomb composed of obsolete,
depression-bred, war-born farm laws.
Despite endorsement of flexible supports
for peacetime in platforms of both po-
litical parties, these old laws were con-
tinued until over $7 billion worth of sur-
plus had been accumulated in 1955.

Second. The administration has re-
peatedly urged Congress to pass reason-
able farm legislation truly beneficial to
farmers. Congress has been controlled
23 out of the last 27 years by the Demo-
crats. Most of the time Congress has
talked about the problem and, in the few

instances where they have acted, they.

have only passed a few bills that would
have been another dose of what made
the patient ill in the first place.

Third. Experience proves that the
price-fixing and acreage-control pro-
grams have not worked, but many Dem-
ocrats prefer to ignore this fact. It ap-
pears they will either not admit to the
facts or else prefer to perpetuate the
problem and attempt to profit politically.

Fourth. Because of efficiency and hard
work, the American farmer produces for
himself and 25 others. Artificial price
incentives established by excess Govern-
ment interference have contributed to-
ward a superab in some crops.
Many Democrats exemplify the greatest
surplus problem—the surplus of dema-
goguery—when they talk but do not act.
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After years of attacking the administra-
tion proposals, only in recent weeks have
a few Democrats come forth with a
modification of the old discredited
Brannan plan and the 1960 version is
even more of an economic monstrosity
which would impose unrealistic produc-
tion cuts and slash national farm income
while greatly reducing farm purchasing
POWET.

Fifth. The Democrats for years, and
regularly in campaign years, have wept
for the plight of the small farmer while
doing little to help him. The outmoded
farm laws helped the big operators the
most, who need it the least. The rural
development program created by this ad-
ministration and operating successfully
in over 30 States is the first concerted
effort to assist small, low-income farm-
ers who need help the most.

Sixth. The Democrats compare farm
prices during the Korean war period
with farm prices during the 7 peacetime
years of the Eisenhower administration.
Actually per capita farm income has
been at record high levels during this
administration, exceeding even the war
yvears. Instead of using the years 1949
or 1950, which were postwar years com-
parable to the last 7 years, they stress
the 1951 and 1952 levels. American
farmers and their sons want to drive
tractors instead of tanks.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent, that
the remarks of the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. JENSEN] may be placed immediately
following mine in general debate, so as
to have them consecutive in the REcoOrb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. of Minnesota. Mr,
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr, HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, the
farm problem is just like the weather—
we all talk about it but do nothing about
it. There are many dedicated Members
of Congress who are earnestly striving
to find a solution to a most perplexing
situation. I am one of them.

Everyone knows that agriculture is the
soft spot in our national economy today.
The farmer’s income continues to go
down while his operating expenses con-
tinue to rise. Hence, the American
farmer is definitely in a price-cost
squeeze. I am sure we all agree that
the farmer is entitled to his share of the
national wealth and productive capacity
of this Nation, Our main problem and
concern is to bring this about. We must
all realize that we are presently passing
through an agricultural revolution. Our
farms are rapidly becoming completely
mechanized and, as a result, farms are
getting larger in order that farming may
be a profitable business. We have more
part-time farmers than ever before who
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are compelled to go into industry to aug-
ment their income. I personally regret
the passing of the so-called “family size
farm™ and the trend toward corporation
farming. This not only disturbs farm
community life as we once knew it, but
it is taking many people out of our agri-
cultural communities. This certainly is
not good for America.

The composition of the Congress has
changed a great deal since the time
when Representatives from farming dis-
tricts were a potent force in enacting
farm legislation. Due to the trend of
population into the urban areas of this
country, farm representation in the Con-
gress is becoming less and less and,
hence, it has also become more difficult
to enact any kind of major farm legis-
lation. If legislation is enacted, it must
not only satisfy farmers but the people
in the city as well.

Another handicap facing agriculture
today is the diversity of views regarding
farm legislation as expressed by our var-
ious farm organizations. If there was
more general agreement among these
groups as to the type of legislation ac-
tually needed, legislating in this field
would not be so difficult. In this con-
nection, I long ago advocated a White
House Conference on Agriculture at
which the problems of agriculture could
be discussed with the leaders of farm
organizations and other experts at the
highest level in the hope that such a
meeting might prove constructive. I still
think this is a good idea.

Furthermore, I sincerely believe that
the problems of agriculture should be
completely divorced from partisan poli-
tics. There is no reason in the world
why agriculture, the Nation’s basic in-
dustry, should be kicked around by po-
litical parties in order to gain votes.
The American farmer deserves better
treatment than that. Members of Con-
gress approach the question of foreign
affairs and national defense on a non-
partisan basis. On these issues we stand
united, but when it comes to dealing
with agriculture, we continue to spar
for political advantage. This is another
important reason why it is so difficult to
enact proper and sensible farm legisla-
tion, especially in an election year.

I will be very much surprised if the
present Congress will do anything very
constructive in passing adequate and
proper farm legislation at this session.
Aside from general consideration in-
volving the entire farm problem, we all
realize that something must be done to
cut down on farm surpluses, particu-
larly wheat. It seems to me that wheat
legislation should have the highest
priority as far as this session is con-
cerned. President Eisenhower has in-
dicated that he will approve a wheat bill
if it meets the guidelines set out in his
special farm message to the Congress.
Therefore, if the majority leadership in
the Congress really wants a wheat bill
which can be enacted into law, all they
have to do is meet the President’s chal-
lenge. Whether or not a realistic wheat
bill is passed at this session will depend
upon how sincere the Democrat majority
is in trying to do something about it.
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Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr, Chairman,
earlier today I asked the chairman of
the subcommittee several questions about
provisions of the bill before us dealing
with poultry inspection. I think the
facts clearly show that it was the intent
of Congress—and it is the law of the
land—that all poultry and poultry prod-
ucts in interstate commerce must be in-
spected for wholesomeness, and that
must entail continuous inspection, not a
hit-or-miss sampling system. If this
bill provides for less than that, as I am
afraid it does, then the situation requires
correction. Plants making poultry
soups, poultry pies, and other processed
foods using significant quantities of poul-
try in their preparation, should be ex-
tended the free inspection service, on a
continuous basis, both for their benefit
and the benefit of the consuming public.
Under a temporary situation which has
been in effect, all such further process-
ing plants have been exempted from the
new Poultry Products Inspection Act re-
quirement for continuous inspection,
but the exemption has been for the con-
venience of the Government. That ex-
emption expires June 30. After that, all
plants in interstate commerce are en-
titled to have inspectors on their prem-
ises. This is most important. If the
additional $500,000 provided for poul-
try inspection in the bill is not sufficient
to assure such continuous inspection in
all plants—including the 300 now tempo-
rarily exempt—then more money must
be provided. The responsibility cannot
be evaded.

However, I do want to say I am
pleased that in answer to the request
which I made and which several other
Members of Congress also made, as well
as representatives of the Meat Cutters
Union and the poultry processors, that
some additional funds, at least, are being
provided in the bill for poultry inspec-
tion even though the President failed to
ask for those extra funds. I cannot un-
derstand that failure on the part of the
executive department. It seems to me
it represented a case of repeal of an im-
portant provision of consumer law by
the process of appropriation starvation.
The committee is to be commended for
recognizing that funds must be avail-
able to comply with the inspection law,
even if the President did not ask for
those extra funds. My concern now is
whether the $500,000 is enough, and
whether the technical language inserted
in the bill in connection with this extra
$500,000 item is, as I believe it to be, a
limitation on the effectiveness of the in-
spection work in plants which buy
chicken parts and carcasses and process
them into prepared foods.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I turn to another
aspect of agricultural expenditures
which concerns me deeply. I refer to
the distribution of surplus foodstuffs to
the needy. The Department maintains,
and the President seems to believe, that
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our Government is doing a terrific job of
distributing surplus food to the needy.
Even the committee report seems to
swallow some of that. But the reports
we are receiving from West Virginia—
right now very much in the political
news—are that the free food distribu-
tion system is a cruel hoax on the needy.
The variety of foods distributed is fright-
fully inadequate to help assure even a
minimum diet. It is a dumping pro-
gram. And yet we have widespread
farm distress because farmers cannot
sell all they produce of the wonderful
variety of foods grown in this bountiful
country. Why must any American go
hungry when we raise more chickens
than we can sell and more eggs than
can possibly be sold, produce more but-
ter than we can sell, more fresh fruits
and vegetables, more meat, more of
everything, and while we are frantically
trying to give food away overseas, as the
committee report points out?

In this country we are told that tech-
nical problems of distribution make it
impossible to give out fresh eggs instead
of powdered eggs to our needy. We are
told it is impossible to give our needy
poor an occasional few pounds of
chicken, yet we gave frozen chickens to
Egypt. The only outlet in this country
for surplus fresh foods in the form most
people like to eat them is the school
lunch program and some of the public
institutions. Actually, we have 7 mil-
lion or more Americans on various
forms of public assistance who could
also, through a food stamp plan, enjoy
the surplus of our harvests. This would
remove the necessity of processing a lot
of this food for dumping overseas; for
instance, of processing eggs into powder
on such a huge scale. Why not fresh
eggs for our needy?

The answer, of course, is that our sur-
plus distribution machinery does not
have the necessary flexibility for dis-
tributing fresh products. It is a ware-
housing operation, and the food must
fit the mechanics of that system.

A food stamp plan, using the neigh-
borhood grocery for distribution pur-
poses, would make possible a continuous
flow of surplus farm products in fresh
and appetizing form to the very poor who
cannot now afford to buy such items.

I intend to discuss the food stamp dis-
tribution system in greater detail in the
near future. We have the legal authority
in the law—at long last—after 5 years
of administration obstructionism on
it—we have the legal authority for a food
stamp plan. In all reverence, I say God
knows we need such a program. West
Virginia is not the only place in the
Nation with stark poverty and many,
many needy persons,

And the food—we have more food than
we know what to do with. Our vast
hoard of food is a storage headache, a
budgetary nightmare, a fiscal scandal,
and a moral shame considering how
much hunger exists on this earth. But
we have the food. It could be a blessing,
not a curse, if more of it could be used
to feed our own malnourished people—
millions of them.

I am disappointed that the subcom-
mittee, in drafting the report on this
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bill, did not see fit to include the sug-
gested language I submitted calling for
administration action to institute a food
stamp plan. I am also sorry the commit-
tee partially swallowed the administra-
tion propaganda about the billions of
dollars worth of surplus food going to 21
million of needy Americans, when that
figure clearly includes many millions of
schoolchildren who are not needy—for it
includes all distribution under the school
lunch program.

The food stamp plan, if implemented,
could do for all agriculture on a tre-
mendous scale what the school milk pro-
gram is now doing for dairy farmers. We
spend almost $100 million a year on this
extra milk allowance. It is not a welfare
program—it is intended primarily to sell
and dispose of milk—a price support
program. But no one objects to it. We
recognize its tremendous value in build-
ing the health of the Nation’s children.
Along the same lines a food stamp plan
would assure better meals also for 7
million or more Americans—and thus
establish a vast new market for farm
products which now rot in the fields or
go overseas as gifts.

Mr. Chairman, when we talk about
revitalizing agriculture, why can we not
recognize that the best way to help the
farmer is to provide him with more cus-
tomers for what he raises? A food
stamp plan would enable us to use up
all of our surplus items eligible for sup-
port under section 32 as well as much
more of the storables. If perishables
could be distributed through the neigh-
borhood grocery, we could make full use
of the more than $300 million available
every year under section 32, much of
which never gets spent for the purpose
for which it was intended.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I think
it only fair to point out that in many
important respects the subcommittee
which drafted the bill now before us
has done an excellent job, and I do not
want anything I have said to be regarded
as a blanket condemnation of this bill
or a blanket eriticism of the report filed
on the bill. I have tried to make my
criticisms specific, and I think they are
justified.

On the other hand, I applaud the sub-
committee for again handling the school
lunch appropriation with sympathy for
the great importance of this program,
and for once again earmarking some of
the frequently unused section 32 price
support funds for the school lunch pro-
gram. I back up the committee on many
of the statements in the report critical
of our surplus disposal program. I par-
ticularly want to express my apprecia-
tion for the decision of the subcommittee
to provide the full budget amount for
meat inspection in the Agricultural Re-
search Service appropriation, so that
meat inspection for the red meats can
continue at the same level as in the
current year.

This was one of the items I stressed
in my testimony before the subcommit-
tee, in view of the indication the sub-
committee gave last year that it thought
further processing in the red meats did
not require continuous inspection.
Since the issue involved last year in



9898

meat inspection, as discussed in my tes-
timony, is exactly the same as now
confronts us in connection with the in-
spection of further processing operations
in poultry, I sincerely hope the outcome
for poultry inspection will be the same.

It is mot enough to make sure that
the meat and poultry which go into
processed foods were wholesome at the
time of slaughter; as my testimony be-
fore the subcommittee pointed out, meat
carcasses or parts—and the same holds
true for poultry—can spoil in transport
from one plant to another, and often do.
The Federal meat inspectors each day
condemn large amounts of meat intended
for use in processed meat products, even
though the meat was wholesome at the
time of slaughter. Much can happen to
it en route to final processing. The
same holds true, as I said, for poultry.

Under unanimous consent, I submit at
this point my testimony before the sub-
committee, as follows:

THE ScHOoOL LUNcCH ProcRAM, MEAT AND
PoULTRY INSPECTION, AND THE FooOD
Stamp PrLAN

(Statement by Representative LeoNor K.
SvLrivan, of Missouri, before Subcommit-
tee on Agricultural Appropriations, House
Appropriations Committee, March 15, 1860)
As members of the subcommittee know,

I have appeared before you a number of

times in past years to urge adequate appro-

priations for such items in the Agriculture

Department’s budget as the school lunch

program, meat and poultry inspection, dis-

tribution of surplus foods to the needy, and
various other programs of the Department
of Agriculture which are important to ur-
ban areas of our country. I am happy to
say that this subcommitiee has usually
shown great awareness of the importance of
these programs even though the present

Becretary of Agriculture has frequently dem-

onstrated very little concern for the consum-

er viewpoint, and his budget requests have
usually been inadequate for consumer-type
services conducted by his Department.

I do not want to go into any great de-
tail on the budget items this year. For in-
stance, I know it is not necessary for me
to take your time to urge falr treatment for
the school lunch program. I am well aware
of the fact that the only reason the school
lunch program Iin the past several years has
been as effective as it has been is that mem-
bers of this subcommittee have insisted on
it, and the House has demanded such action.
I will support you, I can assure you, if,
following your review of this appropriation
request, you once again recommend more
money for this program than the budget
recommends.

MEAT INSPECTION

On meat inspection, however, I am not
we see exactly eye to eye. As I re-
call, I was the only Member of the House
to take the floor last year, during debate
on the Agriculture appropriation bill, to
protest some language you wrote into your
report concerning the matter of further
Federal inspection during processing oper-

someness at the time of slaughter. In your
report you called for a study of the need
for such continuous inspection, indicating
that perhaps some money could be saved by
eliminating the requirement that meat going
into meat pies, and meat products of various
kinds made from inspected meat must be

The information I have since obtalned
about this Issue strengthens the view I
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expressed last year. Meat Inspectors in
8t. Louis with whom I have discussed this
matter have informed me of numerous in-
stances in which they have spotted and con-
demned processed meat products which were
totally unfit for human consumption, even
though the meat which went into them bhad
originally been passed for wholesomeness at
the time of slaughter. Each day in St. Louis
alone hundreds of pounds of meat products
are condemned as tainted, sour, putrid, un-
sound, contaminated, rancid, polsoned by
contact with certaln metals, or even con-
taining fragments of glass. So the followup
inspection is most necessary.

The meatpackers whom I know are not
anxious to polson the consumer. On the
contrary, they work hard to assure a safe
and sanitary and nutritious product. They
are, I might say, among the biggest boosters
of an adequate meat-inspection program and
are in the forefront of demanding adequate
funds for this work. Enlightened business
recognizes the importance of maintaining
consumer confidence in its product, and that
is why the enlightened meatpackers want
adequate funds for meat inspection that
must include funds for continuous inspec-
tion in the processing operations. So I ask
that you not attempt to save a little money
by cutting thils item, because a budget cut
on meat inspection would be a serious thing
to the consumers of this country and to the
meatpackers who are anxious to assure a
wholesome product. Only the unscrupulous
or fly-by-night operator would benefit from
shortcuts on meat Inspection, and that is
exactly the kind of operator we don't want
to benefit from the laws we pass. So I urge
the full budget amount be provided for the
Agricultural Research Service item for meat
inspection, including funds for inspection of
processed items.

POULTRY INSPECTION

As you all know, I was one of those Mem-
bers of Congress who took an active role In
the enactment In the last Congress of the
Poultry Products Inspection Act. This act
provided for an exemption until July 1, 1960,
for the output of those processors for whom
the Department of Agriculture could not im-
mediately provide inspectors. The budget
for the coming year fails, however, to request
the additional funds which will now be re-
quired—about $1 million—to pay the salaries
of inspectors who will be needed in the 1961
fiscal year to inspect the output of processors
which up to now have been exempt under
this provision. I am informed that the De-
partment has suggested new legislation con-
tinuing the exemption indefinitely for firms
making poultry ples and similar processed
items. I would bitterly oppose such a step.
The Poultry Products Inspection Act has
been of tremendous benefit to the country—
to the consumers, the processors, and the
farmers. We now have assurances that
nearly all the poultry we eat ls wholesome.
Until a few years ago we did not have that
assurance on most poultry. There is no rea-
son to weaken the act by opening up exemp-
tions Congress did not intend and has not
agreed to.

Hence, under present law—under law
which should not and probably will not be
changed between now and July 1—the De-
partment must provide inspectors by July
1, 1960, for about 300 poultry products
plants which are at this time still exempt
under the act. These are the plants which
make poultry ples, soups, etc., and which
were originally exempted for a short time
because Congress recognized there would
be dificulty in hiring enough qualified in-
spectors to cover all of the slaughtering
plants as of the time the new act went into
effect, so there was a reason to provide for
temporary exemptions of this nature for
processors at the convenience of the Depart-
ment.
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But these temporary exemptions expire as
of June 30 of this year. No convincing rea-
sons have been put forward to continue those
exemptions beyond that time. Most of the
exempted plants—about two-thirds of them,
I understand—are already set up physically
for inspection, and are, in fact, so anxious
to have inspection that despite their ex-
emption from the compulsory inspection
program they are paying their own funds
to have their products inspected under the
voluntary Federal poultry inspection pro-
gram. Obviously, then, inspectors are avail-
able for those plants. There is no reason,
then, to continue exempting them. They
are entitled to have inspection on the same
free basis as the slaughtering plants, rather
than to have to pay for it out of their own
funds.

As for the 100 additional processing plants
now exempt and not participating under
the voluntary inspection program, we should
take direct action to serve notice that as of
July 1 they had better be set up for Federal
inspection—including the required sanitary
conditions—1if they want to remain in inter-
state commerce after that date. The best
way to accomplish that sort of warning is
for the Congress to appropriate the addi-
tional $1 million which will be required as
of July 1 to pay the costs of a complete in-
spection program for all poultry and poultry
products processed and sold in interstate
commerce. If we don't appropriate the
funds, a lot of these uninspected plants will
probably see no urgency in getting set up
for inspection—getting the proper equip-
ment and installing required sanitary facil-
ities—and if they have to do this at the
last minute, they will really be up agalnst
it. For let me repeat that the law allows for
no administrative exemptions for poultry in
interstate commerce after June 30.

While I am discussing poultry inspection,
I might say that I am again wondering aloud
as to the wisdom of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture in placing the poultry inspection pro-
gram under the producer-consclous Market-
ing Service rather than making it & co-
equal agency with meat inspection in the
more independent-minded Agricultural Re-
gearch Service. This latest incident of not
seeking funds for inspection in the plants
which are now temporarily exempted is yet
another instance of tepid concern for the
consumer interest. I will say that the meat
inspection branch, on the other hand, has
usually felt much more free to battle for the
highest standards of consumer interest in its
work.

SURPLUS FOOD DISTRIBUTION—AND FOOD STAMPS

Now I want to ask you to do me, and the
Congress, and the American people, a big
favor, I want you to write into your report
on this bill language which reiterates that
it is the intent of Congress that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture utilize the authority he
already possesses under law for the distribu-
tion of surplus foods to our needy under a
food stamp plan, and stating that it is the
intent of this committee of the Congress also.

Such a statement in the report will not
in itself Increase by a single cent the amount
you will be appropriating in this bill. For,
of course, the Secretary would still have to
come back to Congress and to the Appropria-
tions Committee to request a supplemental
appropriation if a food stamp plan were
actually to go into effect. I would like this
subcommittee, however, in connection with
the regular agricultural appropriation bill,
to make it clear that the Congress is pre-
pared to appropriate the funds for a food
stamp plan, if the Department shows its
willingness to carry out the intent of Con-
gress and put such a plan into operation.

We have widespread distress among farm-
ers; we have billions of dollars worth of sur-
plus food and we have millions of undernour-
ished Americans—persons not getting enough
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to eat. The cost of distributing a few surplus
foods to the needy at the present time is out
of all proportions to the benefits the re-
cipients obtain. Most of these costs are
shouldered onto localities which find it un-
economic and burdensome to have a full-
scale distribution set up for the purpose of
distributing such a little bit of food—items
like corn meal and flour and dried skim milk
and occasionally some butter or cheese.

Under the food-stamp plan approved by
Congress last year, however, these storable
items—plus perishables which are removable
under sectlon 32—could be distributed di-
rectly through the regular grocery stores.
The food industry, I am sure, would be de-
lighted to participate for very little or no
profit—just if their costs were covered—if
the Department of Agriculture would make
the effort to set up such a program, and enlist
the food industry’s cooperation. It would
certainly help the farmer.

Therefore, since you are the subcommittee
which directs the Department of Agriculture
on how to use its money and what to use it
for, I ask that you write wording such as
this into your report:

“The committee notes that no funds have
been requested by the Department for the
implementation of the food-stamp plan en-
acted by Congress last year. While the law
gives the Secretary discretionary powers in
placing the program into effect, the confer-
ence report on the bill extending Public Law
480 made clear that Congress intended that
the food-stamp plan should be utilized to
distribute surplus food items to needy Amer-
icans. The Committee on Appropriations
therefore recommends that the Department
prepare and submit by July 1, 1960, a detailed
plan for implementing the food-stamp law,
and that it indicate the cost of putting such
a specified plan into operation in the 1961
fiscal year, so that Congress can then appro-
priate the funds necessary to place a depart-
mental food-stamp program in operation.”

The wording is rough—I am aware that
you do not need my help in writing the lan-
guage of your report. I am just trying to
express the thought. And I sincerely hope
you will take this step as a means of ending
the complacency of the Department of Agri-
culture over the tragic contradiction of so
much surplus food, so many impoverished
farmers, and so many Americans not receiv-
ing adequate diets. Thank you.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maine [Mr. McINTIRE].

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman has
but 3 minutes remaining,

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maine.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Maine.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maine is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
simply to ask a question or two to the
extent to which time will permit. I
would like to direct a question to the
committee, and perhaps the chairman of
the committee, if I may, in relation to
the item of appropriation in this bill
concerning the school lunch program of
$110 million. May I say that I concur
with the committee in its very careful
consideration of this program. I should
like to raise a question as to the chair-
man’s opinion concerning the purchase
policy which would be applied in rela-
tion to items which go into the school
lunch program.

In view of the commentary which has
already taken place here relative to the
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importation of food products into our
markets, would it be the opinion of the
committee that these funds should be
directed toward purchase of American
products for distribution in the school
lunch program?

Mr. WHITTEN. That issue did not
come before us in the consideration of
this bill. But I certainly would think,
in view of the fact that one of the pri-
mary sources of our contribution to the
school lunch program in addition to ap-
propriated funds is section 32 purchases,
which in turn use domestic markets for
perishable commodities primarily, any-
body handling it could easily see they
should use the appropriated funds for
purchases of American food. I agree
with the gentleman we would anticipate
that the fund would be used for the pur-
chase of American products.

Mr. McINTIRE. I appreciate the
chairman’s reply and I certainly concur
with his observation. I believe it is im-
portant to have this observation as a
matter of record for guidance in the pur-
chase program.

Now, I would like to ask another ques-
tion. I have searched through the re-
port of this committee and also the
legislative document. Is there in this re-
port or in the bill accompanying the
report any specific reference to the 5
percent of foreign currencies being used
specifically for market development work
under Public Law 480?

Mr, WHITTEN. I think there is.
We had a reference to that in the re-
port and I think we had some changes
in language as to the intent of the act.
We attempted to bring the use of those
funds in line with the original act. It is
in the report on page 32.

Mr. McINTIRE. I appreciate that re-
sponse. It has been of concern to some
of us on the legislative committee that
certain priorities have gotten ahead of
market development work. It was our
intent in our last extension of the act
to place emphasis on the market devel-
opment work.

Mr. WHITTEN. We discuss that thor-
oughly on page 32. There is a definite
limit as to how far this subcommittee
can go in trying to restore the intent of
the gentleman’s committee.

Mr. McINTIRE. I thank the gentle-
man, I should like to call attention to
the colloquy that took place with the
gentlewoman from Missouri today in re-
lation to poultry inspection. If is my un-
derstanding from that collogquy that the
poultry inspection provision in this leg-
islative document is to provide an addi-
tional $500,000 for inspection and that
the language which is inserted in this
bill, although perhaps a point of order
could be made against it, does perhaps
release the Department from the man-
datory provisions of the original Poultry
Inspection Act.

Mr. WHITTEN. It is modified some,
but it is not mandatory. It does give the
Department some discretion as to how
much inspection is required, which is
provided in the basic law.

May I say to the gentleman that I
do not quarrel about jurisdiction. There
is enough work around here for every-
body to do, but I do say, as the gentle-
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man well knows, that no matter what
legislation you might pass, if we do not
give the money we do not have the pro-
gram. Involved here is an effort to get
together on the views of all concerned.

Mr. McINTIRE. I appreciate the
chairman’s comment.

I would like to comment further. I
follow with interest the rural re-
sources program of the Department of
Agriculture. I appreciate the fact that
there is provided in this bill $2 million,
but there are some people who feel that
this program could well stand some
further expansion, and I -certainly
would appreciate, as I am sure each
member of the committee has already
done, a careful review of this program,
because I think we are on common
ground in this respect.

There is one other area which causes
me some concern. I am sure that the
chairman and the members of the com-
mittee have given it close attention. I
notice throughout this report that pro-
vision has been made for increased per-
sonnel costs, changes in grade, the wage
and benefits provision under the exist-
ing Classified Employees Act. However,
in the provisions made for the adminis-
trative expenses of the Farmers Home
Administration there seems to be no
provision for this factor. I am advised
that the Civil Service Commission has
required the upgrading of the clerks,
which costs $150,000 annually, and a
wage and benefit increase of $150,000;
then some normal step increases, and
that there is need for about $500,000
here to be comparable with other divi-
sions of the Department.

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the
gentleman that these promotions that
he has mentioned will have to be made
from funds available. The question
arises then whether the Farmers Home
Administration should have that much
additional money. In view of the
relatively small workload in some sec-
tions of the country, it was felt that the
problems of this agency could be met by
the overall funds here. Again, it will
be reviewed in the other body, and we
will see what they think should be done.

Mr. McINTIRE. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
vield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. K¥Ll.

Mr. EYL. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply
concerned with the attitude apparently
held by a number of my colleagues—an
attitude that the farmer is in good fi-
nancial condition. He is not. Prelimi-
nary census information indicates that
my district of Towa has again lost popu-
lation—this is a direct reflection of agri-
culture’s financial problem—now a prob-
lem of our small towns and cities as well.

There is need now, for broad legisla-
tion which reaches the basic causes of
this situation. There are numerous
proposals which would help. We will
never vote on these proposals unless we
are concerned with farmers rather than
farmers’ votes. This legislation is a
first step. Beyond this we must take a
long look at farm imports. Third, we
should improve our agricultural report-
ing service to make it a truly effective
guide for production.
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Finally there is the job of finding new
uses and new markets for agricultural
products.

I do not care who introduces or sup-
ports attempts at effective legislation.
Politics should not interfere with an
honest attempt to find the solution.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The Clerk will read:

The Clerk read as follows:

Research: For research and demonstra-
tions on the production and utilization of
agricultural products, home economics, and
related research and services, including ad-
ministration of payments to State agricul-
tural experiment stations, $67,934,000: Pro-
vided, That the limitations contained herein
shall not apply to replacement of buildings
needed to carry cut the Act of April 24, 1948
(21 U.8.C. 118a), or to not to exceed $1,000,000
to remaln available until expended for the
construction and alteration of buildings:
Provided further, That the Secretary of Agri-
culture may sell the Entomology Research
Laboratory at Orlando, Florida, in such man-
ner and upon such terms and conditions as
he deems advantageous and the proceeds of
such sale shall remain available until ex-
pended for the establishment of an entomol-
ogy research laboratory: Provided further,
That in the establishment of such laboratory
the Secretary may acquire land therefor by
donation or exchange;

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered as read and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, it is my un-
derstanding that the part to be read
would not be subject to amendment.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
withdraw my request, Mr. Chairman.

The Clerk read as follows:

DISEASES OF ANIMALS AND POULTRY

Eradication activities: For expenses neces-
sary in the arrest and eradication of foot-
and-mouth disease, rinderpest, contaglous
pleuropneumonia, or other contagious or
infectious diseases of animals, or European
fowl pest and similar diseases in poultry,
and for foot-and-mouth disease and rinder-
pest programs undertaken pursuant to the
provisions of the Act of February 28, 1047,
and the Act of May 29, 1884, as amended
(7 U.8.C. 391; 21 US.C. 111-122), including
expenses in accordance with section 2 of said
Act of February 28, 1947, the Secretary may
transfer from other appropriations or funds
avallable to the bureaus, corporations, or
agencies of the Department such sums as
he may deem necessary, to be available only
in an emergency which threatens the live-
stock or poultry industry of the country, and
any unexpended balances of funds transferred
under this head in the next preceding fiscal
year shall be merged with such transferred
amounts: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be subject to applicable provisions con-
tained in the item “Salaries and expenses,
Agricultural Research Service”,

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I do this in order to
propound a question to the distinguished
subcommittee chairman, the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WaITTEN]. Could
the gentleman advise us what his plan of
procedure is for the remainder of the
time this afternoon? Are you going to
read the entire bill?
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Mr. WHITTEN. It was my hope to
read the entire bill. If the session
stretches out too long, of course, then
we would rise, say, at 5 o’clock.

Mr. AVERY. And the gentleman
hopes to complete work on the bill this
evening?

Mr. WHITTEN. I certainly would
hope so, but it will go over until to-
morrow for a final vote.

Mr. AVERY. Well, Mr. Chairman, I,
of course, am in no position to object. It
was my understanding we were just go-
ing to conclude general debate this after-
noon and read the bill under the 5-
minute rule tomorrow.

Mr. WHITTEN. It was my under-
standing with the leadership that we
would proceed but that any vote would go
over until tomorrow. That was my un-
derstanding individually, so that I am
carrying out what I understood to be the
situation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

EXTENSION SERVICE
Cooperative extension work, payments and
expenses

Payments to States and Puerto Rico: For
payments for cooperative agricultural exten-
sion work under the Smith-Lever Act, as
amended by the Act of June 26, 1953 (7 US.C.
341-348), and the Act of August 11, 1955 (7
U.B.C. 347a), $54,220,000; and payments and
contracts for such work under section
204(b)—-205 of the Agricultural Marketing Act
of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623-1624), $1,495,000; in
all, $55,715,000: Provided, That funds hereby
appropriated pursuant to section 3(c) of the
Act of June 26, 1953, shall not be paid to any
State or Puerto Rico prior to availability of
an equal sum from non-Federal sources for
expenditure during the current fiscal year:
Provided further, That all of the additional
funds provided herein shall be used to meet
expenses at the county level.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. KiLpay, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 12117) making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1961, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution thereon.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTELLI-
GENCE MATTERS

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to advise the House that I have again
contacted the Committee on Rules, urg-
ing favorable action on House Joint Res-
olution 31, and similar resolutions pend-
ing before the committee. House Joint
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Resolution 31 provides for the establish-
ment of a Joint Congressional Commit-
tee on Intelligence Matters.

The recent downing of a U.S. plane
over Soviet Russia, and the conflicting
reports that follow, again underscore the
necessity for the approval of this pro-
posal.

There is a drastic need for improved
coordination of our Nation’'s intelligence
activities, and for bhetter contacts be-
tween the Congress and the executive
branch in this vital field.

When I first introduced my proposal
in 1953—in the form of House Concur-
rent Resolution 169, 83d Congress—I
pointed out that over a score of separate
agencies, offices, and bureaus are inde-
pendently engaged in intelligence-
gathering activities.

That the Central Intellizence Agency,
created for the purpose of coordinating
and evaluating intelligence, has not given
adequate emphasis to its basic statutory
funections and had become an intelli-
gence-gathering organization in its own
right.

And that intelligence matters have
been handled in a piecemeal, at times
almost slipshod manner from the con
gressional standpoint, v

Those facts were in evidence in 1953,
and they are still in evidence today.

Two years after my original proposal
was infrodueced, the Hoover Commission,
in its “Report on Intelligence Activities,”
endorsed and called for the creation of
a Joint Congressional Committee on In-
telligence.

On June 28, 1955, the Hoover Commis-
sion stated—in its one and only recom-
mendation on the subject of intelligence
activities—that our Nation needs a con-
gressional “watchdog” committee, pat-
terned on the Joint Atomic Energy Com-
mittee, to collaborate with the Executive
on matters of special importance to the
national security.

On January 17, 1955, when the 84th
Congress convened, and even before the
Hoover Commission submitted its recom-
mendations, some 20 Members of this
House joined me in reintroducing the
proposal to establish such a “watchdog”
committee,

On July 6, 1955, at my request, the
Committee on Rules granted a hearing
on this legislation. After 2 days of hear-
ings, the committee took no action to
place the resolution before the House
but assigned a subcommittee to study the
proposal.

This action was followed by a second
hearing before the Committee on Rules,
held on January 31, 1956. In spite of our
efforts, however, the resolution did not
advance to the House.

With the help of interested colleagues,
I again revived the effort to bring this
proposal before the House when the 85th
Congress convened, by introducing
House Concurrent Resolution 49, and
asking for an early hearing.

I followed this by reintroducing the
proposal in the 86th Congress in the
form of House Joint Resolution 31 and
House Concurrent Resolution 11. Both
of these measures are pending before the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. Speaker, I have mentioned all
these steps merely to show that the pro-
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posal to establish a Joint Congressional
Committee on Intelligence Matters is not
a rash proposal brought out by a single
international incident.

It is a well-thought-out measure,
which I have repeatedly brought to the
attention of the House for the past T
years.

I do not believe that House considera-
tion of this proposal should be delayed
any longer. The facts of the interna-
tional situation, and the facts relating to
the operations of executive intelligence
agencies, speak for themselves.

I earnestly hope that the Committee
on Rules will promptly schedule House
Joint Resolution 31, or House Concurrent
Resolution 11, for floor debate and a vote.

RELIEF OF HARDSHIP FOR DIS-
PLACED FAMILIES AND BUSI-
NESSES

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Speaker, I have to-
day introduced two housing bills, the
Home Financing Act of 1960 and the
Relocation Assistance Act of 1960, to
serve as a frame of reference for the
extensive hearings on general housing
legislation to be held by the Housing
Subcommittee beginning May 16. I
would like to emphasize, Mr. Speaker,
that these two bills incorporate a number
of new suggestions and proposals to help
improve our home financing programs
and to bring relief to families and busi-
nesses forced to move because of the
urban renewal program. I am hopeful
that the ideas incorporated in these two
bills will stimulate interest and discus-
sion among the many groups who have
an interest in the many facets of Gov-
ernment-assisted housing programs. I
cannot emphasize too strongly, however,
that no one should gain the impression
that the subject matter of our hearing
will be confined merely to the new ideas
advanced in the two bills I have intro-
duced today. We will, of course, in writ-
ing our omnibus housing bill go thor-
oughly into all of the problems facing
existing programs, such as the need to
provide additional funds for the college
housing loan program, additional grant
money for the urban renewal program,
the question of additional units for the
low-rent public housing program, the
problems of military housing, the spe-
cial problem of housing for the elderly,
and so forth.

Mr. Speaker, I am also inserting in
the REcorp two brief summaries of the
main provisions of the two bills. I am
now having prepared a detailed section-
by-section summary which will be avail-
able soon for distribution to interested
persons. I would also like to announce
in connection with our hearings that
anyone interested in testifying should
contact the subcommittee staff, room 406,
Old House Office Building, CA-4-3121,
extensions 4855 or 2258.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE MAIN PROVISIONS OF
THE HoME FinancING AcT oF 1960
TITLE I—FHA INSURANCE PROGRAMS

1. The bill extends the FHA title I home
improvement program for 2 additional years
and makes an increase in the Insurance au-
thorization for that program.

2. Another section would provide for an
additional Increase in mortgage insurance
authority for FHA’s various programs to keep
them in full operation.

3. The bill would provide no-downpay-
ment financing on low-cost homes by elim-
inating the present 3-percent dowmpayment
on FHA loans on the first $13,500 of value.
Also, the 10-percent-downpayment factor
now applicable above $13,500 would extend
up to $20,000 instead of the present $18,000
cutoff point, and in addition the 30-percent-
downpayment factor on higher valuations
would be reduced to 25 percent.

4. The maximum FHA loan on a single-
family home would be increased from the
present $22,500 to $25,000.

5. The present 30-year maximum loan ma-
turity would be increased to 35 years. Also,
the bill would give permissive authority for
approval by the Commissioner of terms up to
40 years in hardship cases where the fam-
ily could not otherwise meet the monthly
payments.

6. The bill would make mandatory a re-
duction in the FHA insurance premium from
the present one-half of 1 percent per annum
to one-fourth of 1 percent, unless the FHA
Commissioner makes a formal finding that
such a reduction cannot be made without
impairing FHA's reserves.

7. The present 1-percent prepayment pen-
alty on FHA loans would be prohibited after
the loan has matured for 5 years.

8. The bill also includes a number of
amendments to improve the present rental
housing and cooperative housing programs.
One important amendment to the coopera-
tive housing program would establish a mu-
tual mortgage fund for cooperatives so that
cooperative owners would have the same fi-
nancing advantages as those enjoyed under
the regular FHA sales housing program.

TITLE II—EXPANSION OF FNMA SUPPORT
OPERATIONS

Part 1. Central mortgage bank

This part of the bill would make a number
of important amendments to the present
secondary mortgage market operations of
FNMA designed to enable that agency to
provide the central mortgage banking func-
tion which has long been needed to assure
an adequate supply of mortgage credit to
the home-building and home-financing in-
dustry. To achieve this the bill, among
other things, would (a) increase FNMA's
capitalization substantially, (b) authorizes
the Association to make advance commit-
ments to purchase mortgages, and (¢) for
the first time authorize the Association to
make loans on mortgages pledged by lenders
as security.

Another important amendment would
establish an Industry Advisory Board of 12
members, 1 from each of the existing Fed-
eral Reserve districts. The Board would be
composed of representatives of the housing
industry with expert knowledge of the needs
and problems in the various fields of housing
activity.

Part 2. Special assistance functions

To improve FNMA's program to provide
special assistance for mortgages financing
specially deserving programs, the bill would
(a) make par purchase a mandatory perma-
nent feature of the special assistance opera-
tion, (b) limit the fees and charges FNMA
can make on special assistance mortgages,
and (c) provide additional funds for the
President to support deserving programs
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such as urban renewal housing, cooperative
housing, etc.

Another important provision would set up
& special fund to give financial backing to
mortgages to finance the nursing homes au-
thorized in the Housing Act of 1959,

TITLE II—SECONDARY MARKET FOR CONVEN-
TIONAL MORTGAGES

This title would fill an important gap in
existing financial support mechanisms in the
private mortgage market. Savings and loan
associations are presently the largest single
source of mortgage financing, and the bill
would set up a new corporation within the
Home Loan Bank System with the authority
to purchase conventional mortgages from
institutions which are members of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank System. The corpora-
tion would have the authority to issue de-
bentures in the private market against its
portfolio of acquired conventional loans.
This should provide a much-needed measure
of liguidity in the conventional loan field
and help even out the availability of mort-
gage credit in various parts of the country.

TITLE IV—FHA INSURANCE FOR SITE PREPARA-
TION AND DEVELOPMENT

This title would authorize an entirely
new program to permit FHA to insure loans
to bullders and developers to prepare sites
for residential construction. In many areas
of the country financing for site develop-
ment is extremely difficult or impossible to
obtain, with the result that too often there
is a monopoly situation in which land de-
velopment is confined only to a few wealthy
developers. Lack of availability of loans on
reasonable terms for land development also
has been an important contributing factor to
the inflated land costs which plague home-
bullding in many parts of the country.

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

1. In order that our housing and other
urban problems may be treated at the high-
est levels of Government, the bill would give
Cabinet status to ho by creating a new
Department of Housing and Urban Affairs.

2. The functions of the Housing and
Home Finance Agency would be immediately
transferred to this new Department and the
executive branch would be directed to make
further studies to determine what other
functions should be included in the new
Department. (The bill specifically excludes
veterans affairs and the functions of the
Department of Agriculture and the Federal
Home Loan Bank Board from the new De-
partment.)

BrIEF SUMMARY OF THE MAIN PROVISIONS OF
THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1960

TITLE I—RELOCATION ASSISTANCE
Relocation payments

1. The bill would raise the ceiling on re-
location payments to displaced families from
the present $200 to $300.

2, While the present $3,000 ceiling on re-
location payments to displaced business
firms is adequate in most cases, it works a
hardship on those concerns which have
heavy equipment. In these cases the bill
would permit the agency to pay total cer-
tified actual moving expenses.

8. The bill would give displaced business
firms a ‘“reasonable opportunity” to the
maximum extent feasible to relocate in the
urban renewal area after development.

4, The bill would authorize local rede-
velopment agencies to retain a full-time
relocation specialist to assist displaced fami-
lies and business concerns. The salary of
this specialist would be paid in full by the
agency under such regulations as the Ad-
ministrator may prescribe, in the same way
that the Federal Government now pays the
full cost of relocation expenses.
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Small business loans for concerns displaced
from urban renewal areas

Another provision of the bill would ex-
tend relief to business concerns which are
displaced by urban renewal. This would be
done by authorizing the Small Business Ad-
ministration to make loans on liberal terms
to reestablish their mew businesses. These
loans would be made on the same basis as
is now used by SBA in lending to firms
struck by disasters such as windstorms and
flood; they would have a term of up to 20
years and carry an interest rate of 3 percent.

TITLE II—LOW=-RENT PRIVATE HOUSING FOR
DISPLACED FAMILIES

The purpose of this title is to provide re-
lief for those displaced families whose in-
comes are high enough to qualify them for
public housing but yet not quite high
enough to afford decent private housing.
To do this the bill would authorize loans to
nonprofit corporations for the construction
of rental housing.

These loans would be made for the full
replacement cost of the project, would have
maturities up to 60 years, and would have
an interest rate of 2 percent, the same in-
terest rate which has made the rural elec-
trification program so successful. These
loans would be confined to communities
which have workable programs as required
by the Housing Act of 1954 for urban re-
newal assistance. The number of units
which may be bulilt in any community would
be limited to that which the Administrator
determines 1s necessary for the relocation of
low- and middle-income families who have
been displaced by urban renewal activities,
and the Administrator shall publish such
regulations as are necessary to glve a priority
in renting to displaced families.

TITLE III—URBAN RENEWAL AREAS INVOLVING
HOSPITALS

The bill would make certain expenditures
by hospitals eligible for inclusion as local
grants-in-aid on the same terms as expendi-
tures by colleges and universities under sec-
tion 112 of the urban renewal law.

RUMANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, the
peoples of the Balkan Peninsula differ
from each other in many ways: in
race, in language, in history, and in
tradition. They all have, however, one
great influence in common: their will-
ingness to fight for their freedom, and
in adverse circumstances they have all
shared the same fate. The Rumanians,
as one of the largest of the peoples in
the peninsula, have of course suffered a
similar fate.

Early in modern times their country
was overrun by the Ottoman Turks, and
they were subjected to the unwelcome
and harsh rule of their conquerors. For
centuries they tried hard to free them-
selves from the oppressive yoke of their
overlords, but most of their attempts
ended in failure. In the middle of the
last century, however, they had better
luck. At the end of the Crimean War,
in 1856, they gained autonomous status
and this was obtained with the guar-
antee of the European powers. That
was the first step in the rise of modern
Rumania. The next and most impor-
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tant move was made in 1877, in the mid-
dle of the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78.
On May 10 of that year Rumanians took
their destiny into their hands and pro-
claimed their independence. Since that
year, for 83 years, May 10 has been
celebrated as their national holiday,
their independence. I gladly join them
in this anniversary celebration.

THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
TO DECIDE WHETHER THE NEW
YORK TIMES' ADVERTISING “ALL
THE NEWS THAT'S FIT TO PRINT”
IS FALSE AND MISLEADING AD-
VERTISING IN VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
ACT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, I am in-
serting in the Recorp a letter which I
have today written to the Chairman of
the Federal Trade Commission, raising
the question whether advertising by the
New York Times that it prints “all the
news that's fit to print” is false and
misleading within the meaning of the
Federal Trade Commission Act.

This morning, when I sent this let-
ter to the Federal Trade Commission,
I also sent a copy to Mr., Arthur Hays
Sulzberger, publisher and chairman of
the board of the New York Times Corp.
Since Mr. Sulzberger may wish to make
a public comment, and will not have re-
ceived this letter until tonight or to-
morrow morning, I am inserting the
letter in the REcorp without prior re-
lease to the press, so that it will be
available for the first time tomorrow
morning, in which case Mr. Sulzberger
may be prepared to comment, should he
care to comment.

May 10, 1960.
Hon., EarL W. KINTNER,
Chairman,
Federal Trade Commission,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, CHAIRMAN: The new and en-
larged way in which the New York Times
is advertising its claim that it prints “All
the news that’s fit to print”, has prompted
& serlous question whether this claim is
false and misleading within the meaning of
the Federal Trade Commission Act and thus
violates the law which is intended to pro-
tect the public against false and deceptive
advertising.

Surely this questionable claim has a
tendency to make the public believe, and
probably does make the public believe, that
the New York Times is superlior to other
newspapers which must compete with it for
advertisers’ patronage and, accordingly, for
readers. Competing papers, on the other
hand, do not and cannot, truthfully, claim
that they print all of the news that's fit to
print,

The observation has been made that the
New York Times certainly does not print all
the news, and rarely prints all the important
news, such as that concerning the operation

g the Federal Government here in Washing-
mn.
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Consequently, in view of the campalgn to
eradlcate advertising which has a tendency
or capacity to deceive or mislead the public—
which has included ferreting out and con-
demning “payola,” prohibiting use of the
word “free,” condemning claims of "“former"”
prices which are not truly the prices pre-
viously charged, and so on—it appears the
FTC should give specific attention to the
New York Times' claim that it prints all the
news that’s fit to print.

Further, in view of your many speeches
on “The Importance of Integrity in Adver-
tising” which indicate that you are mobiliz-
ing the FPTC against all falsity in advertis-
ing, it has been suggested that I call this
matter to your attention for the Commis-
sion’s consideration and action.

If efforts to clean up false and misleading
advertising claims are to meet with reason-
ably prompt success, surely the place to be-
gin is with the claims of the leading adver-
tising media, since the character of the
claims these media indulge in no doubt
Bserves as a persuasive example for the other
advertisers.

Please be good enough to advise me at
your earliest convenience what conclusion
the Commission reaches in this matter. In
the meantime, should you need assistance
in compiling evidence on the fact that the
New York Times has not printed all of the
news that's fit to print, please let me know,
as such assistance has been offered to me.

Please be assured of my support for any
legislation which the Commission should
belleve it needs to strengthen its powers to
halt false and deceptive advertising.

Bincerely yours,
WRIGHT PATMAN,

FISHERIES RESEARCH AND
MARKETING

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. Corrin] is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
explain the purposes and terms of sev-
eral bills identical to HR. 12141, to
amend the fisheries research and mar-
keting provisions of the Saltonstall-
Eennedy Act, introduced today by the
gentleman from California [Mr. GEORGE
P. MiLtLEr]—H.R. 12144—the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. THOMPson]—H.R.
12147—the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. LennNoN]—H.R. 12143—the
gentleman from New York [Mr. An-
FUsol—H.R. 12142—the gentleman from
Washington [Mr, PELLY]—H.R. 12146—
my colleague the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. OrivEr]—H.R. 12145—and myself.

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

In 1954 Senate bill 2802 and House bill
7641 became law. They amended section
2 of the act of August 11, 1939 (53 Stat.
1411), by requiring the transfer of 30
percent of the gross receipts from duties
collected under the customs laws on
fishery produects from the Department
of Agriculture to the Department of the
Interior. The fund so established was to
be used to conduct technological, biolog-
ical, and related research programs in
fisheries, The Secretary of the Interior
was directed as far as practicable to co-
operate with other Federal agencies and
with State or local governmental agen-
cies and other groups and individuals in
this program. :

Part of the essence of the approach
was Federal-State cooperation. As was
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stated in debate on the floor of the Sen-
ate—CoONRGESSIONAL RECORD, volume 100,
part 5, page 6583:

Under the pending bill, the Secretary of
the Interior will cooperate with the States,
which are conducting studies relative to
their individual problems, such as pollution,
methods of catching, industry problems, con~
servation measures, and other difficulties pe-
culiar to their particular areas.

This was an admirable example of a
Federal program strengthening the
economy of the Nation through the use
of the States as laboratories.

EXPERIENCE UNDER SALTONSTALL-KENNEDY ACT

Our experience under this act, Mr.
Speaker, has fallen short of this concept
of widespread State-Federal participa-
tion.

Although the original intent of the
Saltonstall-Kennedy Act in providing re-
search and marketing funds was to
stimulate expanded activities in these
fields, especially at the State level, each
year the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
has been forced to divert these funds to
its regular research, formerly financed
wholly out of appropriations, with the
result that (a) Saltonstall-Kennedy
funds have been drained away from
State agencies and institutions, and (b)
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
budget has been held at an artificially
low level. During fiscal year 1960, $4.4
million of the $5.1 million available for
research and marketing assistance has
been spent on Bureau of Commercial
Fisheries operated programs. Of the re-
maining $700,000, approximately $460,-
000 was spent through contracts with
educational institutions, $69,000 went to
State institutions under contracts, and
the remainder was handled through
other institutions.

There has been considerable dissatis-
faction with the program as it has op-
erated. States have found it difficult to
get increased funds from State legisla-
tures, because members of the legisla-
tures have suggested that funds be ob-
tained from those available under the
Saltonstall-Kennedy Act. At the same
time, State agencies have felt that they
are not receiving their fair share of
funds under the Saltonstall-Kennedy
Act.

Universities have complained because
the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act makes no
provision for grants, similar to those
made by many other Federal agencies,
for the basic research which these in-
stitutions believe they must conduect.
The universities have found also that
there is no assurance of continuity in
the Saltonstall-Kennedy program which
would aid them in their primary respon-
sibility of producing research personnel
for fisheries work.

The failure of the Law of the Sea Con-
ference to accept the United States-
Canada compromise proposal to extend
territorial seas to 6 miles and the fish-
eries zone to 12 miles will most eertainly
create serious problems in this area in
coming years. It is anticipated that
some nations will extend the fisheries
zone unilaterally. In order to work out
favorable and desirable bilateral agree-
ments much more intensive fisheries re-
search will be required. Since this is
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basically a Federal problem, affecting
the States, it is only fair that the Federal
Government should assist the States in
meeting the added financial costs which
will stem from these developments.

THE FROPOSAL

Under the proposed amendment, the
research and marketing funds, after
deducting 8 percent for administrative
costs, would be divided into thirds, with
one-third going for grants, one-third for
contracts and one-third for States on
a matching fund basis. The allocation
to the States would be based on a for-
mula involving the volume and value of
their fisheries and the number of fisher-
men engaged in the fisheries industry.

This amendment would restore the
program to its original objective, and
would enable States to do research on
problems peculiar to their own fishing
industries. The contract and grant pro-
visions would allow universities to de-
velop continuity in their own programs,
training qualified personnel, supple-
menting the work of the Bureau of Com-
mercial Fisheries, and doing basic
research. The matching fund provision
would increase the amount spent on
fisheries by about $1,600,000 annually.

There is ample precedent for the
matching fund approach, including the
Dingell-Johnson and Pittman-Robertson
programs administered by the Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in the De-
partment of the Interior.

EFFECT ON OTHER PROGRAMS

Some objections may be raised to the
proposal, on grounds that it will inter-
fere with the regular Bureau of Com-
mercial Fisheries research program, now
financed in large part by Saltonstall-
Kennedy funds. This is not the inten-
tion of the proponents. We do not wish
to curtail any work which the Bureau of
Commercial Fisheries is presently doing,
either with regular or Saltonstall-
Kennedy funds.

If this amendment were enacted, it
would, for fiscal year 1962, be necessary
for the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
to ask the Bureau of the Budget and
Congress to add to its regular appro-
priation enough funds to carry out its
regular duties. The Saltonstall-Ken-
nedy funds would be doing the job they
were intended to do and would there-
fore no longer be a substitute for regu-
lar appropriations. The amendment
would have no effect on fiscal year 1961.

The proposed change would put all
regular projects in one place, where they
should be, and would not increase Bu-
reau of Commercial Fisheries’ employ-
ment or expenditures. It would use
Saltonstall-Kennedy funds for those
special purposes for which they were in-
tended, such as grants, contracts, and
help to the States, especially in critical
or urgent situations. It would restore
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
budget to a realistic basis.

It should be noted that a somewhat
similar shift of funds was approved for
the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild-
life, this year, when it was determined
that all duck stamp funds would be
used for wet lands acquisition. At the
same time an increase of $3.8 million in
the regular budget for an equal sum,
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formerly financed from duck stamp
funds for wildlife research, was pro-
vided.

This legislation would not adversely
affect the Magnuson oceanography bill,
because it covers a much broader field
of recipients—States, commercial or-
ganizations, universities, and other pri-
vate institutions—and activities—mar-
ket development, education, and biologi-
cal, technological, and related research.

ADVANTAGES OF GREATER FEDERAL-STATE
PARTICIPATION

There are several research adminis-
trative and psychological advantages to
the State-Federal practice of matching
fund appropriations. Among these ad-
vantages are:

First. Better coordination of Federal-
State fisheries research.

Second. Better cooperation between
Federal-State agencies in fisheries re-
search.

Third. Better use of strengths of State
agencies—local and background knowl-
edge, more intimate acquaintance with
industry problems, previous research,
continuity of research effort, experience
in resource management, experience in
working with local government—and
those of Federal agency—special facili-
ties in laboratory, equipment, boats;
highly specialized personnel; breadth of
experience.

Fourth. Minimizing duplication of re-
search effort.

Fifth. Establishment and definition
of cooperative research responsibility of
State and Federal Government.

Sixth. More careful scrutiny of re-
search programs.

Seventh. Better use of individual
agency facilities. In other words State
facilities would be available for Federal
use and vice versa.

Eighth. Better “pooling” of talents,
facilities, installations, equipment, and
so forth.

Ninth. Better use of specialists—
either State or Federal—for problems
which require specialists—not limited to
biological problems.

Tenth. Elimination of “no man's
lands” and “blind spots” in research
which presently exist because neither
State nor Federal agencies have been
able to do the work.

Mr. Speaker, we who have introduced
these bills today feel that this is con-
structive legislation which attempts to
make a good program better. This bill
contemplates no subsidy. It is a na-
tional investment in a national resource.
We are hopeful that it will receive close
study from the Subcommittee on Fish-
eries and Wildlife Conservation of the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, from the executive branch,
and particularly from the State com-
missioners of fisheries of our 22 States
which depend partly on the products of
the sea for their prosperity.

In conclusion, I wish to submit the fol-
lowing statement by the Maine Commis-
sioner of Sea and Shore Fisheries, Ron-
ald W. Green, in support of this pro-
posal:

“In spite of the rapid increase in the
world’s population and the resulting need
for additional sources of high-protein foods,
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and in spite of a general nationwide eco-
nomic prosperity, the fishing industry—
particularly the New England segment—is
showing a continued decline. Evidence of
this steady downward trend may be found
in all phases of the industry: in the increas-
ing numbers of overage vessels presently em-
ployed in the New England fleet, in the slow
rate of replacement by means of new con-
struction, in the decreasing amount of avall-
able investment capital, and in static level
of the income of both producers and proc-
eSSOrs.

There are many reasons for the fallure of
the fishing Industry to achleve the progress
s0 obvious in other economic activities. Two
of the more fundamental causes are & lack
of sufficlent scientific knowledge based on
research, and a need for a specific, aggressive
market development program which would
enable the industry to meet its intensive
competition,

Organized marine research is a relatively
new development. In fact, only in the last
decade or so have systematic studies been
undertaken by the Bureau of Commerclal
Fisheries of the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service and various State fisheries
agencies. Thus marine research is actually
as young as space research—and by no
means as well supported financially.

For the most part fishing enterprises are
small, and individual firms usually lack ade-
quate capital for either research or market
development programs of their own. In ad-
dition, there has been a long-standing
tendency on the part of the fishing industry
to look to the past, rather than to the future.
Improved marine engines and the intro-
duction of electronic devices have not basic-
ally altered the traditional fishing methods
of the past 15,000 years. Fishing is still
a hunting activity dependent upon the net,
the hook and the spear, just as it was In
mesolithic times. Even where a departure
from this philosophy has been attempted,
inadequate scientific information has pre-
vented a dependably high order of opera-
tional efficiency.

This a) has also carried over to a
considerable degree into the Industry's mar-
keting efforts. It Is true, of course, that
duty-free imports of seafood products have
created serious problems for the industry.
On the other hand, those segments of the
fisheries which have a marketing program
geared to present-day competitive standards
have enjoyed some measure of economic
prosperity.

As a result of this inclination on the part
of much of the fishing industry to look back-
ward instead of ahead, much research has
been based on a series of crises in the in-
dustry. The Long Island Sound oyster-
starfish crisis, the Pacific salmon problem,
red tide, mass mortalities of shellfish, and
the decline of the California plilchard fishery
are a few examples which emphasize the fact
that too often research was not encouraged
until after some catastrophe upset the fish-
ery. For a sound research program, this is
the worst possible approach; yet, in spite of
this handicap, much valuable information
has been obtained. Thus it is likely that a
more adequate research program will give
results as spectacular as those obtained in
other sclentific flelds. In short, when re-
search efforts are increased manyfold, then
and only then, will we begin to meet the
most urgent needs of the industry.

In the same way, a considerable proportion
of the fishing industry’s efforts to promote,
advertise, and market its products have been
based on reactions to crises. Sudden fluc-
tuations in prices have frequently touched
off hasty advertlsing and promotional ef-
forts almed only at meeting an emergency
and altogether lacking in continuity or long-
range purpose. Most fisherles firms simply
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do not have the funds with which to con-
duct well-planned advertising and market
development programs on & nationwide scale.
Purther, too often such promotional efforts
as there have been in the past were of the
shotgun varlety—a blast fired at random
with no specific target in sight.

The proposed amendment to the Salton-
stall-Kennedy Act, which would provide
funds for joint Federal-State research and
market development programs, would be a
most progressive step and should do much fo
help solve many of the fishing industry's
problems.

As far as research is concerned, such a
jointly supported program would enable Fed-
eral and State fisheries agencles to coordi-
nate their respective efforts more effectively,
thereby keeping duplication to a minimum.
Better use of avallable personnel, particu-
larly specialists, would be possible, and in
addition facilities and equipment could be
pooled. A better use could be made of back-
ground knowledge possessed by marine
sclentists of the Bureau of Commercial
Fisheries and of the close acquaintanceship
with the industry’s problems which is main-
talned by State agencies. Research propos-
als would be more carefully scrutinized,
and areas where research is not being done—
in the “no man’'s land” not now covered by
either Federal or State programs—would be
reduced.

As far as market development is concerned,
such a jointly supported program would
make possible substantial increases in cur-
rent promotional and marketing efforts.
Such expansion is essential, if the fishing
industry is to meet the growing competition
from high protein, nonfish food products
such as poultry and meat. It is also es-
sential, if the industry is to meet the in-
creasingly stiff competition provided by im-
ported fisheries products, many of which
start out with a clear-cut advantage, thanks
to their own well-established market-de-
velopment programs and to Government
subsidies at home.

A joint marketing program would enable
Federal speclalists to carry on a general cam-
palgn to increase the sales and consumption
of fisheries products, while at the State level
more specific projects could be conducted in
close cooperation with the fisherles firms
concerned. In this way a well-thought-out
overall program could be developed ailmed
at the long-term prosperity of the fishing in-
dustry. Crash programs and stopgap emer-
gency efforts to shore up a distressed seg-
ment of the industry would be eliminated.
A vital continuity would be established, and
up-to-date methods could then be applied
to the advertising, promotion and sales of
fisheries products, similar to those which
are proving so successful in other industries
today.

Perhaps one of the most attractive fea-
tures of this proposal is that it will not re-
quire additional Federal funds. By earmark-
ing a portion of Saltonstall-Eennedy money
for this purpose, Congress will make avail-
able $2 for every dollar now being spent
by the Bureau of Commercial Fisher-
ies—thanks to State participation. In addi-
tion, the proposed amendment will stimulate
State Interest and activity in an area where
State responsibility is increasingly needed.
It will also encourage industry and local par-
ticipation in both scientific and marketing
endeavors and will serve to reduce the tradi-
tional inertia produced by the lack of clearly
defined policles,

In short, a close correlation between bio-
loglcal, economic and technological studles
and programs of market research and de-
velopment should do much to revitalize the
fishing industry and to help it achieve
solvency in a highly competitive field.

May 10

The text of HR. 12141 follows:
HR. 12141
A bill to amend the act of August 11, 1839,
with respect to the allocation of funds
avallable under that Act, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That subsection
(e) of section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act
to authorize the Federal Surplus Commod-
itles Corporation to purchase and distribute
surplus products of the fishing industry,” ap-
proved August 11, 1939, as amended (15
UB.C., sec. Tl3c-3), is amended to read as
follows:

“(e) The fund created for the use of the
Secretary of the Interior under subsection
(a) of this section and the annual accruals
thereto shall be available for each year here-
after until expended by the Secretary of the
Interior. After deducting 8 percentum for
his expenses In the conduct of necessary
investigations, administration, and execu-
tion of this Act the Secretary of the Interior
is directed to allocate funds for the purposes
mentioned in this section to the agencies,
organizations, and individuals mentioned
in this section as follows:

“(1) one-third In the form of grants;

“(2) one-third in the form of contracts;
and

“(8) one-third for apportionment on an

equitable basis, as the Secretary of the Inte-
rior may determine, among the several
States. In making such apportionments the
Secretary of the Interior shall take into
account the extent of the fishing industry
within each State as compared with the total
fishing industry of the United States and
such other factors as may be relevant In view
of the purposes of this section.
Any State desiring to avall itself of the bene-
fits of this section shall, through its State
fisheries department, submit to the Secretary
of the Interior full and detailed statements of
any project proposed for that State. If the
Secretary of the Interior finds that such
project is consistent with the purposes of
this section, and meets with standards to be
established by him and otherwise approves
such project, the State fisheries department
shall furnish him such detailed surveys,
plans, specifications, and estimates with re-
spect to such project as he may request. If
the Secretary of the Interlor approves such
detailed surveys, plans, specifications, and
estimates, he shall so notify the State fish-
eries department. No part of any moneys
apportioned under this subsection shall be
paid with respect to any project until the
detalled surveys, plans, specifications, and
estimates have been approved by the Secre-
tary of the Interior, and not more than 50
percent of the total estimated cost of the
approved project shall be paid from funds
made avallable under this section. If any
funds made available for an approved project
under this section are not used by the State
for that project, that State shall not receive
any further funds under this section until it
shall have replaced the misapplied funds.”

BEc. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall take effect as of
July 1, 1961.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
Mr. COFFIN. Iyield to the gentleman
from Iowa.
ABRAHAM LINCOLN

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, next
May 18 will be a historic day in the
United States. It will be just 100 years
to the day since Abraham Lincoln was
nominated for President of the United
States on the Republican ticket. We, in



1960

accordance with the wishes of Congress
expressed in a resolution unanimously
passed, have just finished a year’s com-
memoration of the 150th anniversary of
his birth. The national and interna-
tional response to, the acceptance of the
Lincoln story, the tribute to this great
American has never been surpassed in
history. Most of you will recall the joint
session, February 12, 1959, which was
provided for in House Joint Resolution
648 of 1958 and concurred in by House
Resolution 57 in 1959, when for the first
time a private citizen of the United
States who has never served in a high
office spoke to us in joint session and to
the American people on the subject of
Abraham Lincoln. This private citizen,
eminent poet, historian, and scholar,
spoke movingly and most appropriately
to us. Not only did all of the news serv-
ices in this country note this occasion
but the world noted it, too. This occa~-
sion was even noted behind the Iron
Curtain.

Now, you and I know that only a Lin-
coln could inspire and a Carl Sandburg
to produce such literature.

This occasion and the lesson presented
from the podium in the House by this
scholar was good for each of us. It has
been said that a nation may be judged
by its heroes. If this be true, then it
cannot be wrong for us to use this House
and take advantage of every opportunity
to recall our heritage and the great
blessings that have been ours because
we were fortunate to have such men in
the crucial times of our history,

Mr. Speaker, I know of no more effec-
tive form of mass education in American
history and the American tradition than
the manner we used on February 12,
1959. It had the compelling impact of
an immediate news event. A Linecoln, a
Jefferson, a Hamilton, a Washington
celebration draws into a massive cooper-
ative mechanism the Government itself
and all its branches. It puts to work the
vast and farflung apparatus of all forms
of communication media—radio, televi-
sion, the public prints. It adds to all
these the finest and noblest living spirits
and organizations in American culture.
It is, or can be, a brilliant interlock of
public and private enterprise aimed to
excite the American heritage, needed so
much in these times.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, permit me to
ask unanimous consent to set aside 2
hours of the proceedings of this House
on Wednesday, May 18, to commemo-
rate the centennial of Abraham Lin-
coln’s nomination for the Presidency of
the United States.

Mr. SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the
implications of the action then taken by
the national convention are clear to all
of us. An unknown prodigy from the
prairies would contend with illustrious
statesmen for the highest office in the
land. A compromise candidate would
be elected by a minority of the people.

But this proposal for suitable observ-
ance is not made in any spirit of proprie-
tary pride or party consciousness. On

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the confrary, it is intended to discover
what lessons the canvass of 1860 may
impart to all of us, whatever our alle-
giance, 100 years later, as we approach
another critical, another climactic cam-
paign,

Then, as now, decisions were fraught
with difficulty and dissension. Then, as
now, issues, momentous and portentous,
were taut and fragile. Then, as now,
passion, prejudice, and panic threatened
reason. The two-party system, under
which the country had flourished and
prospered, could find no accommodation
and finally was abandoned. Ancient
loyalties were forsaken for strange, tran-
sient, and uncomfortable fealties. Anger
broke the land and the hearts of its in-
habitants. It was a parlous, a reckless
time. “The better angels of our na-
ture” had failed us.

Surely, from the perspective of a cen-
tury we should gain wisdom, perception,
and that strong, sturdy sense of stead-
fast reconciliation. We should con-
front our problems with keener minds
and sounder judements. We should be
guided exclusively by principle and be-
lief, making our choices with the detach-
ment and objectivity which only free
men can enjoy. And we should listen,
attentively listen, as Mr. Lincoln re-
minds us:

It is now 72 years since the first inaugura-
tion of a President under our National Con-
stitution. During the period between then
and now, 15 different and greatly distin-
guished citizens have, in succession, admin-
istered the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment. They have conducted it through
many perils and, on the whole, with great
success.

Our new President, whoever he may
be, whatever his party, will be a greatly
distinguished citizen to whom we shall
all wish great success.

Mr. Speaker, on the 18th I shall dis-
cuss the importance of the decisions
made at that convention and the other
political conventions of that year; and I
invite all my colleagues to whatever ob-
servation they may desire on how their
own States influence was felt in shaping
the destiny of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, at the annual meeting of
the Lincoln Group of Washington, D.C,,
last April 28, Mr. Lloyd Dunlap, consult-
ant for the Civil War observance for the
Library of Congress and an able, dedi-
cated, and thorough student of Lincoln,
gave an excellent paper on Lincoln’s
nomination in which he captured the
atmosphere and spirit of the convention,
discussed in some detail the events that
led to Lincoln’s nomination and related
the drama developed there and the pro-
gram adopted which became so impor-
tant in shaping the history of our coun-
try. Because this may be helpful to those
who are planning to share with me the
time that the House has so graciously
extended for May 18 in planning their
own remarks in relation to the impor-
tance of this event to their own State and
their own political party, I am asking
unanimous consent that this fine disser-
tation by Mr. Dunlap be placed in the
REcorp at this point.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

(The matter referred to is as follows:)

A century past there were four national
political conventions and one real issue. In
that darkening year and in the darker ones
to follow, men stood for, or against, several
things; but there was no question on what
the trouble was really about. Slavery was
the problem; and only a few years before,
the way some men felt about it had led
them to leave old parties and form a new
one. These men—radical, conservative, mod-
erate—the Republicans of 1860—now were
gathering in Chicago for their second na-
tional convention. Only a few weeks be-
fore, the way other men, in another city,
had felt about the question had split the
Democratic Party, and created a situation
whereby the next President of the United
States would not be the cholce of a majority
of the voters. In a time charged with con-
flict and cleavage, men would act in an at-
mosphere of crusade, compromise and carni-
val to reach a decision of vast and enduring
significance to their Nation and to genera-
tions then unborn. The prayer opening the
third day, with its reference to the “evil in
our midst” and the hope that the action of
the delegates will somehow prevail against
it and shape the pattern of things to come,
has a prophetic ring.

But in Chicago on Saturday, May 12, men
did not busy themselves with reflection and
cloudy speculations. There was work to be
done. A convention and a campaign lay
ahead. A morning paper sounded the call:

“Come all and put a shoulder to the wheel,
for tonight the ball begins to roll and the
signal guns of the approaching contest be-
tween freedom and slavery will be fired.”

These magnificently mixed metaphors were
an invitation to the dedlcation of the wig-
wam, & crude wooden building hastily erect-
ed to house the convention. Here thousands
of the partisan and curlous paid 25 cents ad-
mission to listen to bands, admire the gas
lighting, and cheer the oratory of half a
dozen orators, including the Reverend John
Johns, a delegate from Fort Dodge, Iowa, who
had walked 150 miles to reach a rallroad
to bring him to Chicago.

Described as the largest auditorium in the
United States, the Wigwam, 180 by 100 feet,
was built on the southeast corner of Lake
and Market Streets. Intended as a proto-
type of other wigwams, large and small,
throughoutout the country (at least in cer-
tain parts of the country) and modeled
after the Crystal Palace in New York, the
structure was basically three wooden sides
anchored to a brick wall. The delegates
were seated In obligque rows, half facing the
audience, on a large stage divided by a dais.
The secretaries worked Immediately in front
of the chairman and on the far edge of the
platform was space for the press. Facing
and below the stage was a serles of wide
landings sloping upward. Above all was a
three-sided gallery. For $7,000 the Repub-
licans had erected, in a remarkably short
time, a building which had good lighting,
excellent acoustics, wide aisles and exits and,
most significant, space for 10,000 people.
A new dimension would be added to this
convention, the contagious nature of mass
enthusiasm.

The raw interior was decorated with bunt-
ing, rosettes, evergreens, a gilt eagle, ab-
stractions of Truth and Justice, and portraits
and busts of American statesmen.

Although the convention would not begin
until Wednesday, by Sunday, three persons
who would play a large part in what hap-
pened were in Chicago and at work.

In the elegant Richmond House, armed
with confidence and apparently vast sums of
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money, a New Yorker dispensed champagne
and cigars. This was Thurlow Weed, who
wanted to nominate Willlam H. Seward. In
the Tremont House, equipped with the in-
fluence of a great newspaper, another New
Yorker gave out predictions and sugges-
tlons. This was Horace Greeley, who want-
ed to nominate anybody but Seward—pref-
erably. Edward Bates, but anybody but
Seward. Also in the Tremont House, utiliz-
ing the advantages of geography, the unique
appeal of his candidate, an understanding
of men and politics, and a flexible conscience,
a portly judge from Bloomington, Ill., worked
arduously to accomplish his mission. This
was David Davis, who wanted to nominate
Abraham Lincoln. Around Davis, the self-
proclaimed and unofficial leader, dedicated to
the extent of personally footing the bill and
bribing of the proprietor for rooms, was &
group of Lincoln’s friends and colleagues—
Norman B. Judd, Jesse K. DuBois, Leonard
Swett, Jesse K. Fell, Ward Hill Lamon, Or-
ville H. Browning, Gustave Koerner, and
others. There 1s no lack of men willing to
accept credit for nominating Lincoln.

On Monday, the campalgn clubs were
parading the decorated streets; a dozen rail-
roads were bringing more thousands to jam
the city; there was an abundance of fire-
works, cannon, oratory, and occaslons for
another parade and more noise. For ex-
ample, the early hours of Tuesday were
shattered by the reception given the Penn-
sylvania delegation; 600 strong, including 2
bands, all travellng in the interests of a pro-
tective tariff and Simon Cameron, and
through the courtesy of Col. Thomas A. Scott
and the Pennsylvania Rallroad.

Weed had noted the size of the Wigwam
and the New York contingent required 13
cars to transport 1,000 highly vocal, aggres-
sive, confident men, including the heavy-
welght champion and a remarkable reporter,
wise in the ways of conventions. He wrote
that the New Yorkers could “Drink as much
whisky, swear as loud and long, sing as bad
songs, and ‘get up and howl’ as feroclously as
any crowd of Democrats you ever heard or
heard of.”

But from the small towns and farms of
Illinols came the greatest number of visitors.
The word had spread; the railroads had co-
operated; and thousands of Illinoisans
jammed the hotels, slept on billiard tables,
cheered for a man they knew, and gaped at
the Wigwam and the rival attraction display-
ed outside, ominous in its connotations. A
bowie knife, 7 feet long, weighing 40 pounds,
symbolized how far men from Virginia and
‘Wisconsin were growing apart. A sharp clash
in Congress had brought a challenge, accept-
ance, and a cholce of knives for weapons.

By 11:30 on Wednesday morning, the
ticketholders had been admitted, and this
was the scene as the doors were thrown open:

“Three doors about 20 feet wide each, were
simultaneously thrown open, and three tor-
rents of men roared in, rushing headlong for
front positions. The standing room, holding
4,500 persons, was packed in about 5 minutes.
The gallery, where only gentlemen accom-
panied by ladies were admitted, and which
contains nearly 3,000 persons, was already
full. * * * Ladies to accompany gentlemen
were in demand—schoolgirls were found on
the street, and given a quarter each to see a
gentleman safe in. Other girls * * * were
much sought after as escorts. One of them
being * * * offered half a dollar * * * ex-
cused herself by saying she had already
taken two men in at each of the three doors.”

A woman carrying a basket of washing and
a souvenir-selling Indian squaw were among
other escorts noted.

Edwin D, Morgan, of New York, national
chairman, opened the convention at 13:10.
David Wilmot, of Pennsylvania, was made
temporary chairman; and after the customary
speech, the routine of organization began,
with many of the delegates noticeably reluc-
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tant to begin work. By 2 o'clock, when the
convention adjourned, little had been done,
largely because the Chicago Board of Trade
had invited the delegates to an excursion on
Lake thereby setting off a serles
of resolutions, cheers, self-righteous remind-
ers of business to be done, and parliamentary
tangles which led nowhere.

The delegates reconvened at 5:15 with
George A. Ashmun, of Massachusetts, as

reported that the board of trade had in-
formed them that the steamer would leave
in an hour and suggested that the conven-
tion could meet on deck and use the cabins
as caucus rooms. Another lake became in-
volved when Judd presented Ashmun with
& gavel made from Commodore Perry's flag-
ship and suggested that the convention motto
be: “Don’t give up the ship.” In November
they could further quote by wiring Washing-
ton, “We have met the enemy, and they are
ours.”

Ashmun’s acceptance speech contained the
required reference to the harmony among the
delegates. The cynical observer commented
that “his hearing is deplorably impaired.”
Certainly he could not have been among the
Seward men where the mildest description of
Horace Greeley was “damned old ass.”

A committee on resolutions was appointed
and the convention adjourned wuntil 10
o'clock Thursday. The important events of
Wednesday obviously did not take place
before 10,000 people.

On Thursday morning, the Seward backers
marched in confident splendor behind a band
playing “Oh, Isn't He a Darling.” Opposite
the Tremont House three cheers for Seward
were given for the benefit of Horace Greeley
and the adherents of the man who was
emerging as their chief rival, Abraham
Lincoln.

In the Wigwam the Seward men filed into
the favored positions they had occupied the
day before. Gllmore’s band from Boston
entertained the packed house, before Ash-
mun opened business by clearing the stage
and finding room for the delegates.

The first clash of the convention was a
successful test of Beward strength. The
majority report from the rules committee
called for a majority of all the States to
nominate; the Seward bloc insisted that the
figure should be a majority of those actually
present. Enowing their early strength and
anxious for a quick decision, the Seward
men succeeded in sending the report back
to committee and getting thelr figure, 233,
established as the total necessary for nomi-
nation.

The credentials report brought heated
words. A Texas delegation, with a distinct
Michigan and Seward flavor, was challenged.
This raised the question of the validity of
the delegations from Virginia, Kentucky,
Maryland, and the District of Columbia.
‘Wilmot charged that no Republican organi-
zation existed In these States. The Border
State men replied that they were the ones
who had really suffered for the cause. Fur-
ther, they were not attending the conven-
tion as Republicans, not under the banner
of the People's Party as was a part of Penn-
sylvania. Charles Armour of Maryland pro-
nounced dramatically: “We are unpur-
chased, and unpurchaseable. And we tell
Pennsylvania to put that in her pipe and
smoke it.” This question was also referred
to committee, and again New York prevailed
when all the delegations were admitted,
thereby making it possible for Virginia to
cast more votes for Lincoln's nomination
than did Ilinois.

The afternoon session began at 3:16.
Again the Wigwam was jammed and outside
were packed 20,000 more who were placated
by speakers sent out from the hall.

The official record is at times a most con-
fusing document. Resolutions were put and
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then lost sight of, at times no one was cer-
tain of the question, and occasionally the
reporter admitted frankly that he could not
hear what had been sald. There are also
enough instances of interruptions, hootings,
and laughter, and rudeness to make it obvi-
ous that the convention on occasion must
have been nearly chaotic.

The confusion rose to a crescendo on the
afternoon of May 17. First, there was the
question of the platform. Joshua Giddings
of Ohic rose to speak. David K. Cartter,
also of Ohio (a hopelessly divided delega-
tion), insisted on shutting off discussion,
but no motion to adopt the platform had
yet been made nor had copies of the reso-
lutions been distributed. The crowd began
to shout for Giddings; aids began handing
out coples. In the disorder Cartter was
voted down; questioned the votes; and was
voted down again.

When Giddings could be heard he asked
only that the second section of the platform
be amended to include the words of the
Declaration of Independence. In the debate,
Cartter rudely referred to “this amendment
and the gas expended upon it,”” and EIli
Thayer remarked that he believed in the
Ten Commandments but he did not neces-
sarily want them in the platform. The
amendment was voted down. The old man
rose and sald: “I will detain this convention
no longer. I offer this because our
was formed upon it. It grew upon it. It
has existed upon it, and when you leave out
this truth, you leave out the party.” Then,
the observer continued, “the old man quickly
rose, and made his way slowly toward the
door. A dozen delegates begged him not
to go. But he considered everything lost,
even honor. * * * And now the Declaration
of Independence had been voted down. He
must go.” But at the New York delegation
Giddings was stopped and “comforted by
assurances that the Declaration would be
tried again.”

George W. Curtis and Willilam M. Evarts,
New Yorkers, made elogquent appeals. Curtis,
moving a resolution substantially the same
as Glddings’, asked the convention “Whether
they are prepared to go * * * before the
country as voting down the words of the
Declaration of Independence.” Frank Blair
of Missouri made a point of order to re-
verse a declsion of the Chalr, the amendment
was put and carried. Giddings then, accord-
ing to one recollection, threw his arm around
Curtis and said, “Thank God, my boy, you
have saved the Republican Party.”

By holding his coattalls, Gustave Eoerner
prevented John A. Andrew of Massachusetts
from rising and launching a debate on an-
other section, and by 6 o'clock the platform
was passed. The convention entered into a
“transport of enthusiasm.” *“A herd of
buffaloes or lions could not have made a
more tremendous roaring.”

Goodrich of Minnesota, a Seward State,
moved to adjourn, but hearing cries for
“Ballot! Ballot!” he quickly withdrew the
motion and moved instead that “we now
proceed to ballot for a candidate for the
Fresidency."” Before there was a vote the
Chair announced that the “tally sheets had
not been prepared, and that it would sub-
Ject the clerks to great inconvenience to
proceed to a ballot at that time.” Another
source states that the announcement was
that the sheets “would be ready in a few min-
utes.” In any event, before Goodrich’s mo-
tion was acted upon, Benjamin Eggleston of
Ohio moved to adjourn. Another Buckeye,
R. M. Corwine, moved to ballot; and the
record breaks down to the slmple state-
ment: *“Great disorder and cries of Ballot,
Ballot.” Then Cartter, accurately described
as belng “more frequent than eloguent” in
the convention, got the floor and said: “I
call for a division of ayes and nays, to see
if the gentlemen want to go without their



1960

supper.” The record covers the events of
the next few minutes with the words: “On
motion, the conventlon adjourned.” There
is no record of the vote that ended what
might have been Seward's day.

By 8 o'clock Friday morning the streets
were full; and soon after 10, when the hall
was opened, the Wigwam was agaln jammed.
The mob outside would depend for news
upon an observer stationed at the skylight
and a chain of men to relay the informa-
tion to the edge of the roof where it would
be shouted to the crowd below.

In the audience, however, there was a dif-
ference, significant and of portent. On
Wednesday and Thursday the Seward men
had marched to the Wigwam and taken a fa-
vorable position inside. On this morning of
decision, however, the march ended abruptly
for their seats were taken, and there was
nothing that many of them could do but
join the throng outside. There is a recur-
rent story, supported by a host of recollec-
tions, that on Thursday night one, or some,
of the Lincoln managers, Ward Hill Lamon
or Jesse K. Fell, obtained 1,000 extra tickets,
had signatures forged, and distributed them
complete with instructions, and two cheer-
leaders.

An observer could also have noted the
placement of the State delegations, an ar-
rangement in the hands of Judd and Joseph
Medill of the Chicago Tribune. New York
was at the far end of the platform, sur-
rounded only by delegations solidly for
Beward. The crucial Pennsylvania delega-
tion was seated at the opposite end of the
stage, flanked by Illinols. If enthusiasm is
contaglious, let it infect the right parties, was
apparently the thought.

When the convention opened, five men had
more than token or complimentary support.
In addition to Seward, they were Lincoln,
Simon Cameron, S. P. Chase, and Edward
Bates. By Wednesday night some observers
could recognize a rapidly rising tide for
Lincoln; others saw it but still gave him
little chance; and late Thursday night,
Horace Greeley was resigned to the inevitable
and wired his paper that nothing could
prevent Seward's nominatlon.

The balloting began at noon and what
followed has been described as something
requiring “rather the talents of a hog caller
than those of party delegates. It was a
tournament of nolse, a colossal contest of
yelling between the followers of Lincoln and
Seward.” Willlam Evarts, in the short state-
ment then customary, nominated Seward,
and the applause was only “enthusiastic.”
When Judd named Lincoln, the “response
was prodigious, rising and raging far beyond
the Seward shriek.” One supporter shouted,
“Abe Lincoln has it by the sound now, let
us ballot.” The usually stald Stephen T.
Logan reportedly announced: *“Mr. Presi-
dent, in order, or out of order, I propose this
convention and audience give three cheers
for the man who is evidently their nominee.”
The Seward men did not accept the challenge
until after their man had been seconded by
Michigan and Wisconsin. Murat Halstead
described the effect:

“As all the fiends from heaven that fell
Had pealed the banner cry of hell.

“Hundreds of persons stopped thelr ears in
pain. The shouting was absolutely frantie,
ghrill and wild. No Comanches, no panthers
ever struck a higher note, or gave screams
with more infernal intensity * * * nothing
was to be seen * * * but * * * a black
mighty swarm of hats flylng with the velocity
of hornets over a mass of human heads, most
of the mouths of which were open. * * *
The wonder of the thing was, that the Sew-
ard outside pressure should, so far from
New York, be so powerful.”

“Now the Lincoln men had to try it again,
and when Delano of Ohio seconded the nom-
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ination, the uproar was beyond description.
Imagine all the hogs ever slaughtered in
Cincinnati glving their death squeals to-
gether, a score of big steam whistles go-
ing * * * and you concelve something of
the same nature. I thought the Seward yell
could not be surpassed; but the Lincoln boys
were clearly ahead, and feeling their vic-
tory * * * took deep breaths all round, and
gave a concentrated shriek that was posi-
tively awful, and accompanied it with stamp-
ing that made every plank and pillar quiver.

At the close of the first ballot Seward had
1731, votes, 70 of them coming when Evarts
had mounted his chair, waited dramatically
for order, and cast the solid New York vote
for Seward. Lincoln was far ahead of the
rest with 102 votes, which was about where
his managers wanted him to be. The plan
was to stop Seward on the early ballots and
by an impressive, steadily increasing show
of strength, aline the opposition behind Lin-
coln. The votes cast for Lincoln, Cameron,
Bates, and Chase could easily nominate any
one of the four. The trick was to unite the
strength behind one man. To that end Davis
and his coworkers had labored with persua-
slon, fact, histrionics, and, almost certainly,
with unauthorized promises in the pivotal
vineyards of the Pennsylvania, Indiana, and
New Jersey delegations. The argument they
repeated was simple, practical, and double-
barreled. Seward could not carry these
States, and probably not the Nation. Cer-
tainly with him State tickets would lose.
Their own candidates could do better locally,
but not so well as Lincoln nationally. It
was the second choice strategy spelled out
by Lincoln in March.

In the tension preceding the second ballot,
“the partisans of the wvarious candidates
were strung up to such a pitch * * * as to
render them incapable of patlence, and the
cries of ‘Call the roll' were fairly hissed
through their teeth.” When the compli-
mentary votes of the first ballot began to
switch to Lincoln, the New Yorkers started
as if an Orsini bomb had exploded. From
New Hampshire came 2; from Vermont the
entire block of 10. Then Pennsylvania,
which had previously given 47! votes to
Cameron and 4 to Lincoln, announced
that her delegation now voted 1 for Cam-
eron and 48 for Lincoln. Weed paled as
he heard the change in the vote of Penn-
sylvania, startling the vast auditorium like
a clap of thunder.

The vote at the end of the second ballot
stood: Seward, 184%; Lincoln, 181. Far be-
hind were Bates with 36 and Chase with
4215, Lincoln had gained 79 votes, Seward
only 11, and the trend was plain.

Hundreds of informal tally sheets recorded
the inexorable swing to Lincoln on the third
ballot. Conceding defeat, Weed sent an
emissary to Greeley with a desperate pro-
posal—hold on for Bates, and if the third
ballot produced no nomination, the Seward
men would rally behind the Missourian.
But while they spoke Seward backers were
deserting in droves.

It was now a question of stopping Lincoln,
and when his total stood only 1'% votes
short of the nominating figure of 233, it
was obvious what would soon happen. The
ubiquitous Halstead described the next few
minutes:

“I looked up to see who would be the
man to give the decisive vote. * * * In
about 10 ticks of a watch Cartter, of Ohlo,
wasup * * * and everybody who understood
the matter at all, knew what he was about
to do. He is a large man with * * * an
impediment in his speech * * * and * * *
had been quite noisy during the * * * con-
ventlon but had never commanded, when
mounting his chair, such attention as now.
He said, ‘I rise (eh), Mr. Chairman (eh), to
announce the change of four votes of Ohlo
from Mr. Chase to Mr. Lincoln." The deed
was done, There was a moment’s silence.
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The nerves of the thousands, which through
the hours of suspense had been subjected to
terrible tension, relaxed, and as deep breaths
of relief were taken, there was a nolse in
the wigwam like the rush of a great wind,
in the van of a storm and in another breath
the storm was there. There were thousands
cheering with the energy of insanity.

The observer on the roof shouted, “Old
Abe. Hallelujah” and the salute was fired,
picked up by the whistles of the steamers
on the lake, and made completely inaudible
by the roar of voices. Only by the puffs of
smoke drifting by the open doors did those
inside know that a cannon was being fired.
The delegates were wildly waving State pla-
cards torn from standards, except in the
New York delegation where Evarts was say-
ing ruefully, “Well, Curtis, at least we saved
the Declaration of Independence.”

‘When he could be heard, Cartter announced
that Ohio’s vote was now wunanimous for
Lineoln, State after State clamored for recog-
nition to correct or change votes to Lincoln.
During this procedure, a huge picture of
Lincoln was brought In “and held up before
the surging and screaming masses.,” When
the roll was completed it was announced
that Lincoln had 364 of the convention’s
466 votes.

Evarts graciously and eloguently moved
that the nomination be made unanimous,
but the officlal record does not show that
this motion was ever voted. Apparently it
was lost in the excitement of seconding
speeches, motions for adjournment, moves
for balloting for Vice Presldent, and com-
ments from Judd and Browning.

What happened in Chicago between noon
and 1:30 on Friday, May 18, was not, in a
Lincoln phrase, “the result of accident.”
Numerous factors, of varying degrees of com-
plexity, were involved. These combined to
create a situation extremely favorable for
Lincoln’s nomination. Seward was to rad-
ical; Bates was too conservative; Chase and
Cameron were opposed even within their
States of Ohio and Pennsylvania. Only Lin-
coln had availability. Only Lincoln gave
promise of winning electoral votes without
losing control of State legislatures where U.S.
Senators were named. Add to this, Lin-
coln’s almost preternatural political talents,
his record, his identification with free labor,
the site of the convention, and the dedicated,
practical, and amoral labors of Davis and
others in Chicago, and a case could be made
for the statement that it would have been
more surprising had the convention named
anybody else.

But in Chicago nren knew only that some-
thing had changed, that something intan-
gible and important had been established,
that a corner had been turned and things
would never be quite the same again.

In the Tremont House a man shouted:
“*Talk of your money and bring on your
bullies with you. The immortal prineciples
of the everlasting people are with Abe Lin-
coln. * * * Abe Lincoln has no money and
no bullies, but he has the people, by God.
* * * Go to the devil—what do I want to eat
for, Abe Lincoln is nominated * * * and
I'm going to live on air—the air of liberty.’
And this was one of thousands,” the reporter
concluded.

Along the Fort Wayne and Chicago head-
ing east that night, “At every statlon * * *
until after 2 o'clock, there were tar barrels
burning, drums beating, boys carrying rails;
and guns, great and small, banging away.
The weary passengers were allowed no rest,
but plagued by the thundering jar of can-
non, the clamor of drums, the glare of bon-
fires and the whooping of the boys, who were
delighted with the idea of a candidate for
the Presidency, who 30 years ago split rails on
the Sangamon River—classic stream now and
forevermore—and whose neighbors named
him ‘honest.’ "
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THE PROBLEM OF DETECTING NU-
CLEAR UNDERGROUND TEST EX-
PLOSIONS

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HoLIiFiELD] is recognized.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, for 18
months, representatives from the United
States, Great Britain, and the U.S.S.R.
have been mnegotiating at Geneva,
Switzerland. They have been exploring
the possibility of a treaty agreement
which would prohibit future testing of
nuclear weapons.

Because of the present technical diffi-
culty of conducting tests in far off space,
and the advanced capability for detect-
ing tests which ocecur in near space and
the atmospheric area, the main discus-
sion has been on the problem of detect-
ing underground tests.

The Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy deemed it to be in the public in-
terest to explore the technical aspects of
this problem. Representative MEeLvin
PricE, chairman of the Subcommittee on
Research and Development, and Repre-
sentative CHET HoLIFIELD, chairman of
the Subcommittee on Radiation, con-
ducted joint hearings from April 19 to
22, 1960.

The purpose of the hearings was to
place all known technical facts regard-
ing nuclear test detection and identifica-
tion before the Congress and the publie.
‘We specifically excluded from testimony
the policy of whether a test cessation was
desirable or undesirable. Our mission
was to collate and summarize pertinent
testimony from experts in the fields of
seismology, geography, electromagnetics,
and weapons effects, as related to detec-
tion and verification through inspection
techniques.

It was appropriate to specialize on the
phenomena of underground tests, as this
poses the greatest and most urgent prob-
lem area at this time. Of additional
concern is the problem of detecting nu-
clear tests in high altitudes and in space,
which the hearings also covered. A great
deal of research and development is like-
wise needed in these areas before we will
have any assurance that a control sys-
tem will work.

‘We were careful to select the witnesses
who had been most active and expert in
conducting the underground nuclear
tests in Nevada and the chemical under-
ground tests in Louisiana. We also
selected a balanced group of scientists
with opposing views as to the desirabil-
ity of conducting further tests, so we
would avoid the charge of bias. For in-
stance, it is well known that Dr. Edward
Teller, Dr. Harold Brown, and others fa-
vor continued testing., It is also well
known that Dr. Hans Bethe, Dr. Richard
E. Roberts, Dr. Jay Orear, and Dr. Harold
Urey are outspoken opponents of further
nuclear testing.

All of these witnesses and other expert
witnesses from the commercial world of
oil exploration, mining, and electro-
dynamiecs, were allowed complete free-
dom of expression during the hearings.
They were allowed to challenge opposi-
tion testimony and invited to submit ad-
ditional technical papers.
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It should be understood that the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy is not
charged with making or reviewing
treaties in the nuclear weapons testing
field. The executive branch of Govern-
ment and another committee of Congress
has this responsibility.

The Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, however, is peculiarly fitted by
experience and staff to develop and make
known to departments of Government,
the Congress, and the people the scien-
tific facts related to atomic energy.
The Joint Committee has carried out
this type of function in various hear-
ings during its existence. Extensive
hearings on the effects of fallout from
nuclear-weapons tests, the biological and
environmental effects of a nuclear war
on earth's population and environment,
and the problem of radioactive waste
disposal are instances of studies which
are used as valuable texthooks in our
educational, industrial, and scientific
fields.

We realize collections of facts are, or
at least, should be, used for the forma-
tion of policy. It is true, however, un-
less facts are known, the formulation of
policy in the political and diplomatic
fields may lack the basis for understand-
ing or justification.

It is understandable that interpreta-
tion of the facts may vary the effect of
newly discovered facts may not be wel-
come to negotiators who have obligated
themselves to a preconceived position or
objective.

We note the acceptance by the United
States and the United Kingdom negoti-
ators of additional data developed by the
Hardtack II series of tests in the fall of
1959 and the rejection of this data by
the negotiators of the U.S.S.R. Scien-
tific facts, nevertheless, are cold and dis-
passionate realities once they are estab-
lished. They cannot be eliminated by
refusing to recognize them. New scien-
tific facts do not always lend themselves
to the support of political or diplomatic
positions, however desirable those posi-
tions may be to their advocates.

The negotiations on nuclear-tests ces-
sation have dragged along for 18 months
in Geneva. The debate has been on a
mixture of scientific and political prob-
lems that seem to be impossible of un-
tangling. The scientific part of the
problems have been based mainly on dis-
agreement as to the capabilities for de-
tecting and identifying hidden under-
ground nuclear tests.

The problems of inspection of suspi-
cious events, the number of allowable
inspection trips, procedures, drilling op-
erations, logistical problems of supply
and communications, and so forth, are,
of course, most difficult. These prob-
lems have never been resolved, and in
most instances they have been ignored.

In view of the lack of understanding
and the scarcity of reliable information
in this field, the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy believed it was in the
public interest to explore the subject
matter. We reasoned it was important
to collect the information from reliable
sources and publish it so we could prop-
erly relate it to our diplomatic objections.
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What were the most important facts
established and in general agreement by
and between our witnesses?

First. It was the unanimous opinion
of all witnesses that a vigorous and sus-
tained program of research and develop-
ment is necessary to improve our instru-
mentation and our techniques of detec-
tion, identification, and inspection of
nuclear explosion tests. The witnesses
agreed that the Berkner panel report
of over 1 year ago to the President had
not been properly implemented in this
regard.

The so-called Berkner Panel, consist-
ing of a number of eminent American
scientists appointed in December 1958,
by Dr. Killian, the President’s special
assistant for science and technology,
recognized the original position taken by
our scientists in 1958 on test detection
capability was based on inadequate data
and was wrong by at least a factor of
four. They recommended an aggressive
program or research to develop better
detection devices and better techniques.

Our witnesses testified these recom-
mendations had not been carried out by
the President.

In March 1959, the Berkner Panel rec-
ommended a research and development
program for 2 years which would cost
$52.8 million. Testimony showed that
over 1 year later, only $8.5 million had
been allocated, and of this, only $5 mil-
lion obligated.

Testimony also reflected that although
$60 million had been requested for the
research and development program by
those in the Defense Department having
responsibility for its success, these ur-
gently needed funds were not included
as a line item in the Department of De-
fense fiscal year 1961 budget. To be
available, the money would have to be
taken from other projects or sources.

Our committee brought these facts out
in our hearings last month. We made
available to the Executive Department—
through the State Department, the De-
fense Department, and the Atomic
Energy Commission—copies of the hear-
ing transecripts and, as early as May 2,
1960, preliminary copies of our summary
analysis of the hearings. We notified
them, on May 5 and 6, 1960, our summary
would be made available to the press on
Saturday, May 7, for Monday, May 9,
release.

On May 7, 1960, the President has-
tened to announce that approximately
$66 million would be required in fiscal
year 1961 for implementing the Berkner
Panel recommendations for improving
our detection capability. We approve
this recognition on his part and can
only speculate why he did not recognize
it as early as mid-1959, when it was
brought out by the panel.

The delay is inexcusable in view of the
known deficit of detection capability,
and in view of its importance in con-
nection with the nuclear test cessation
negotiations.

I will also be interested in seeing if,
in addition to the delayed recognition,
the President will now direct or authorize
the Defense Department to request any
of these funds as a line item supplemen-
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tal appropriation, or must the money
come from other also needed projects.

Second. The testimony of both Dr.
Hans Bethe and Dr. Edward Teller, es-
tablished the fact that the cowboy series
of chemical explosion tests in Louisiana
had proven the “decoupling” theory.
This new technique in reducing the tell-
tale seismic vibrations of an under-
ground explosion by factors up to 300,
was admitted to be a fact by all the
scientists present. This is accomplished
by exploding a chemical or nuclear de-
vice in an underground ecavity rather
than in close proximity to
earth.

This is a most important scientific
fact. It casts strong doubt on the theory
of presently detecting tests of 20 to 30
kilotons. It destroys, for the present,
the basis of our test cessation proposal
if we relate it to our capability of de-
teeting fully or partially decoupled 20-
kiloton tests by seismic recordings of
4,75 magnitude or higher.

If the Soviets want to test tactical
weapons of 1 to 10 kilotons, they can do
so with impunity, without muffling under
the Geneva control system as presently
planned. Even with the recommended
improvements in the Geneva system, it
is going to be hard to identify unmufiled
shots below 5 kilotons.

But with decoupling or muffling, it
makes the problem of detection and
identification 10 to 300 times more diffi-
cult. With full decoupling—muffling—
a 10-kiloton device can be made to
register about 30 tons. Even with partial
decoupling a 10-kiloton shot can be made
to register about 300 tons. This could
be accomplished in a hole of approxi-
mately 115 feet in diameter.

There was testimony that about 250
underground cavities have been con-
structed in the United States alone for
storage of petroleum products ranging
in size up to about 218 feet in diameter—
200,000 cubic yards. Larger cavities
have been constructed for brine produc-
tion in salt domes. Since the U.S.S.R.
has salt domes and oilfields, it is prudent
to assume similar cavities exist in the
U.S.S.R., capable of being used for de-
coupling of nuclear underground tests.

The seismic recordings resulting from
these low energy explosion effects
change completely the distances needed
between detection stations and they
raise tremendously the number of un-
identified seismic events.

We have been discussing with the So-
viets the location of 21 detection sta-
tions in the U.S.SR. They have not
agreed to this number. Dr. Bethe testi-
fied instead of just 21 stations, we would
now need 600 additional unmanned sta~
tions because of the new decoupling
technique—if we wanted to detect a 20
kiloton, fully decoupled, explosion.

Dr. Bethe later changed the figure,
by letter to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, to an estimate of 200.
His letter will be printed in full in the
hearings. A notation of his new estimate
number was reported in our summary-
analysis.

Dr. Richard E. Roberts of Carnegie
Institute testified he believed at least
125 stations would be needed. In either
event, the change in numbers of detect-
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ing stations in the U.S.8.R. is substan-

tial and must become a serious fact for

diplomatic consideration.

Third. The scientific fact was estab-
lished without contradiction that a
whole new field of tactical nuclear weap-
ons could be developed and proven fea-
sible by nuclear testing up to a size of 20
kilotons. The committee did not con-
sider one way or the other the desir-
ability of developing additional low-
yield nuclear tactical weapons. We were
only concerned with the scientific facts
relating to the problems of detecting and
identifying tests of 20 kilotons or less
and their technical significance in
weaponry.

Fourth. The cost of installing a con-
trol system and developing improved
seismic and other detection devices to
meet the problem of cheating, was not
within even a near area of agreement.

The estimates ranged from around a
billion dollars to 5 billion or more dol-
lars. The time period for such develop-
ment ranged from 2 to 5 years, based on
program priority and dollar support of
the effort.

It was also pointed out that the art of
concealing tests—of cheating—offered
opportunities for improvement based on
effort and dollars expended in that di-
rection by a potential violator.

In conclusion, let me assure you these
facts are not to my personal liking.

I cannot sweep them under the rug
because of my hopes for a genuine pro-
gram of disarmament and my fervent
desire for peace—a real peace and not a
“peace in our time,” arrived at because
of wishful thinking, ignorance of exist-
ing facts, or political expediency.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con-
sent, I include the summary-analysis of
our hearings herewith as part of my
remarks:

SUMMARY-ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC HEARINGS ON
TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF DETECTION AND IN-
SPECTION CONTROLS OF A NUCLEAR WEAPONS
Test Ban

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The possibilities and problems of detec-
tion and identification of nuclear test ex-
plosions, as a part of a test ban control
; discussed at Geneva for the past 18
months, have become questions of great na-
tional and international importance. The
summit meetings beginning May 16, 1960,
and followup discussions at Geneva and
elsewhere in succeeding weeks and months,
will undoubtedly consider these matters ex-
tensively.

A large part of the basis of a control sys-
tem to support a test ban treaty or inter-
national agreement depends on technical
data of a rather complicated nature. Such
technical information can and should have
a profound effect on the establishment of
an adequate control system. For example,
the report of the original Conference of Ex-
perts at Geneva in July-August 1958, on
which the test ban negotiations are based,
has been found to be highly dependent
upon data derived from the single U.S.
“Rainier” underground test shot in Sep-
tember 1957 which subsequent tests have
proved to be inadequate.

In order to clarify the technical basis of
a test ban control system, the Joint Con-

onal Committee on Atomic Energy,
through its Special Subcommittee on Radia-
tion and Subcommittee on Research and

Development, held 4 days of public hearings
on April 19, 20, 21, and 23, 1960. It was
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intended that the hearings would help dis-
pel many of the co; reports and con-
flicting statements as to technical problems
and possibilities which may or may not
exist as to means of detection and identifi-
cation of nuclear tests.

The hearings covered the technical as-
peets of nuclear test detection and control,
including the basis of the pro-
posed Geneva control system of 180 stations;
analysis of the basis for improvement of the
Geneva system under present knowledge;
consideration of means of concealment and
muffling of tests; discussion of basis of “on-
site” inspections; consideration of detection
and identification of nuclear tests in outer
space; discussion of technical significance
of further weapons development through
clandestine tests and review of research
and development programs almed at im-
proving capabilities for detection and iden-
tification of nuclear tests,

The subcommittee made every effort to

the technical aspects of the test
ban system, and to avold discussions in-
volving general policy, political, and philo-
sophical aspects of disarmament and a test
ban. Naturally, in the discussion of control
systems questions of policy inevitably arose.
However, insofar as possible, the discussion
was confined to the technical aspects of such
questions.

In accordance with past practice in the
fallout hearings, the subcommittees selected
a representative group of the leading scien-
tists and technical experts in this field.
Each witness was selected on the basis of
his personal competence and his degree of
knowledge and experience in the individual
toples on which he testified. Many of the
witnesses were members of or consultants
to the technical delegations to the confer-
ences and panels discussed in these hear-
ings. Others were selected for their skills
and experience in the fleld application of the
techniques discussed throughout the hear-
ings. A list of all witnesses is attached as
appendix I. A detalled biography of each
witness is included in the print of the com-
plete hearings.

The Joint Committee in its preparation
for, and conduct of, the hearings recelved
the cooperation of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, the Department of Defense, and
particularly the Air Force Technical Appli-
cations Center, and various individual scl-
entists and sclentific organizations of wide-
ly differing views.

One of the highlights of the series of
hearings was a panel discussion on the en-
tire question of the feasibility and capa-
bility of test ban control systems. The
panel members were a selected group from
the sclentific community whom the com-
mittee felt represented the most complete
spectrum of opinion on these vital ques-
tions. It was considered by the committee
that the bringing together of such a group
would tend to pinpoint the major conflicts
of opinion which exist today concerning the
problem of providing an adequate control
system. The panel consisted of the follow-
ing scientists and engineers:

Dr. Roland Beers, seismic consultant, Troy,
N.Y.

Dr. Hans Bethe, Physics Department, Cor=
nell University, Ithaca, N.Y.

Dr. Harold Brown, Lawrence Radiation
Laboratory, Livermore, Calif.

Dr. Dean 8. Carder, Chief Seismologist,
U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey, Washington,
D.C.

Dr. Alvin C. Graves, Los Alamos Sclentific
Laboratory, Los Alamos, N. Mex.

Dr. Richard Latter, Rand Corp., Santa
Monica, Calif.

Dr. Jack E. Oliver, Lamont Geological Ob-
servatory, Columbia University, New York,
N.Y.

Dr. Jay Orear, Physics Department, Cor-
nell University, Ithaca, N.¥.
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Dr. Richard E. Roberts, Carnegle Institu-
tion, Washington, D.C.

Dr. Carl F. Romney, Headquarters, USAF,
Air Force Technical Applications Center,
Washington, D.C.

Dr. Edward Teller, Lawrence Radiation
Laboratory, Livermore, Calif.

Dr. Harold Urey, University of California,
Scripps Institute of Oceanography, La Jolla,
Calif.

In order for the layman to understand
the technical aspects of a control system, it
is necessary that certain technical terms
and concepts be defined in layman’s lan-
guage. To assist the layman a number of
technical terms and concepts have been
defined and appear in appendix II. To fur-
ther assist in reviewing the summary-
analysis certaln key definitions and concepts
will be discussed below.

The nub of the problem of detection and
identification of underground nuclear tests
is, first, to detect the event on a seismo-
graph; second, to distinguish the difference
in the recorded signature of a nuclear event
and the recorded signature of a natural
earthquake. The following definitions may
prove helpful in a consideration of this prob-
lem:

1, Yields of nuclear weapons

(a) Kiloton: Nuclear explosive energy re-
lease equivalent to 1,000 tons of the chemi-
cal high explosive, TNT. The nuclear bomb
detonated at Hiroshima, Japan, in World
War II was the equivalent in size to 20
kilotons of TNT.

(b) Megaton: Nuclear explosive energy
release equivalent to 1 million tons of the
chemical high explosive, TNT.

(¢) Low yleld weapons: Those nuclear
weapons ranging in ylelds of approximately
20 kilotons and below. This class is often
referred to as “tactical weapons.”

(d) High yield weapons: Those nuclear
weapons ranging in yields of approximately
50 kilotons and more, to include megaton
ylelds. This class is often referred to as
“strategic weapons.”

(e) Fractional kiloton weapons: The term
applied to those “tactical weapons” of a
yleld which is a fractional part of 1 kiloton.
This class of weapons is rated in yleld ranges
of tons rather than kilotons.

2. Detection instruments

(a) Seismograph: An instrument for de-
tecting and recording small vibrations in the
earth’s crust. The detector portion usually
consists of a mass suspended from a frame
either by springs or as a pendulum, in such a
manner as to tend to remain in one position
while the earth-mounted frame moves with
the earth. The relative motion of the frame
and mass is usually magnified and recorded
as a selsmic disturbance either natural or
manmade. Various types of seismographs
exist, including seismographs for long peri-
ods, intermediate periods, short periods, and
high frequency.

(b) Magnetometer: An instrument for
measuring the natural magnetic field of
the earth to discover any distortion in this
field by manmade ferrous articles, equip-
ment, pipes, etc.

(c) Electromagnetic induction detectors:
An instrument which radiates a low fre-
quency electromagnetic fleld and is sensi-
tive to any distortion in this fleld due to
the presence of conducting material such as
iron or copper pipe, wire, landmines, etc.

3. Types of rock or earth considered in these
hearings in which nuclear tests or earth-
quakes may take place
(a) Nevada tuff: A weakly cemented, rath-

er crumbly rock, formed from voleanic ash,

The underground nuclear explosions of

Hardtack II, as well as the Rainier explosion,

occurred in this rock. Experiments indi-

cate the explosions in this rock produce
stronger seismic signals than are produced
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by the same slze explosions in salt or
te.

(b) Granite: A natural igneous rock for-
mation of visibly crystalline texture. It is
very hard and is believed to be more elastic
to nuclear detonations than Nevada tuff, re-
sulting in smaller selsmic signals.

(c) Salt: A colorless or white crystalline
compound, chemically designated as sodium
chloride, occurring abundantly in deposits
in the earth in solld form. It is similar to
granite in relation to nuclear detonations.

(d) Limestone: A rock consisting chiefly of
calcium carbonate. It is sometimes formed
by chemical precipitation, but chiefly by ac-
cumulation of organic remains such as shells
and coral.

4. Decoupling (muffling), and
tamping

{(a) Decoupling: The process of reducing
the size of the selsmic signals from an under-
ground explosion by detonation of the ex-
plosive in a large hole deep underground.

(b) Coupling: In this report, coupling rée-
fers to that fraction of the total energy re-
leased in an underground explosion which is
transformed into seismlc waves in the earth.
The greater the coupling of a particular ex-
plosion the larger will be the seismic waves
and the easler it will be to detect by seis-
mographs at some distance from the ex-
plosion,

(c) Rainler coupling: The Ralnier shot
(1.7 kilotons) conducted 800 feet under-
ground in intimate contact with Nevada tuff
on September 19, 1957, was estimated to have
transmitted about 2 percent of its energy
into seismic waves. This observed degree of
energy transformation from the explosion to
selsmic waves in the earth (coupling) has
been taken as a standard of reference for
subsequent calculations of seismic signals
generated by underground nuclear explosions.

(d) Tamped shot: An underground ex-
plosion detonated in close contact with the
suwrrounding earth or rock so as to transmit
to the earth or rock the largest possible frac-
tion of its energy.

It was apparent to the subcommittees that
there is a wide divergence in the degree of
knowledge concerning test control systems.
Moreover, much of the technical data con-
cerning test control systems is drawn from
purely theoretical calculations, while some
have an experimental basis. Many of the
“practical” aspects involving application of
theoretical data have yet to be investigated
on an extensive basis.

However, the hearings of the subcommit-
tees did serve to narrow the differences of
opinion as to certain sclentific facts and
judgments. Specifically, there was general
agreement as to the following:

1. The Geneva control system of 180 sta-
tions will require augmentation and im-
provement to restore the capability for de-
tectlon and identification of underground
selsmic events to the value of 5 kilotons esti-
mated by the 18958 Conference of Experts
(hereinafter Experts).

2. It is possible to increase the difficulty
of detection and identification of under-
ground seismic events by decoupling nuclear
explosions by a factor of up to 300.

3. To establish a capability for the Geneva
control system to detect and identify under-
ground seismic events of yield equivalent to
that of a 20 kiloton fully decoupled explo-
sion, it will be n to increase greatly
the number of stations and to improve the
instruments and techniques of seismic
detection.

4. A vigorous and sustained program of
research and development is necessary to
improve our instruments and our tech-
niques of datection, identification, and in-
spection of underground nuclear explosion
tests.

coupling,

5. An increase in the number of stations
in the Geneva control system, in order to
lower the threshold of underground seismic
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events which it can detect and identify, will
result in a considerable increase in the num-
ber of unidentified events which may re-
quire inspection.

Certain differences as to scientific facts
and judgments were also brought out.
These included:

1. The degree and practicality of de-
coupling by means of large cavities;

2. The extent and practicality of further
improvements in detection networks and
devices;

3. The significance of further weapons
development through clandestine tests.

The subcommittees were also impressed
by the importance of the time factor in re-
lation to nuclear test cessation. The United
States has not tested any nuclear weapons
since its Hardtack II series in the fall of
1958. It appears from the testimony that
at least for the next several years it will not
be possible to identify underground events
whose seismic signals record the equivalent
of a nonmuffled nuclear explosion of 20
kilotons or less, although they may be de-
tected. FPurther, it appears that for this
same time period it will not be possible to
detect muffled tests of 100 kilotons or more
set off deep underground in large cavities.
Therefore, it seems that for the next several
years and possibly thereafter there could be
a race between improved means of detec-
tion and identification as against improved
means of concealing and muffling nuclear
tests.

CHAPTER II. SUMMARY
The experts’ system

The system of 180 control posts recoms-
mended by the conference of experts,
August 19568* (hereafter referred to as the
experts) was designed primarily with the
detection and identification of nuclear ex-
plosions underground, underwater, and in
the atmosphere up to altitudes of about
30 miles. The conference concluded that
by the methods of acoustic, seismic. and
electromagnetic detection and nuclear
debris sampling, supplemented in some
cases by onsite inspection, there would be
a fairly high probability of detecting and
identifying nuclear explosions of 1 kiloton
or more in the atmosphere up to altitudes
of 30 miles. It was recognized that there
were large areas over the oceans, particularly
in the Southern Hemisphere, where the
detection capability of the control system
would be somewhat degraded as a result
of the large distances between control
posts.

For underwater explosions deep in open
oceans the experts concluded that by means
of the hydroacoustic, the seismic, and the
nuclear debris-water sampling methods,
nuclear explosions of 1 kiloton or more
could be detected and identified with a
fairly high probability.

The experts considered that the problem
of detecting and identifying underground
explosions is one of the most difficult, and
that to a large extent it determines the
characteristics of the network of control
posts, They concluded that, by the seismic
method alone, underground explosions
within the continental areas of the world
could be detected and located down to yields
in the 1 kiloton to & kiloton range if the
180 control posts were established at inter-
vals of 1,000 kilometers (600 miles) in the
seismic regions and 1,700 kilometers (1,000
miles) in aseismic regions.

It was realized that the seismic method
alone could not identify underground nu-
clear explosions. It was concluded that the
selsmic system could, however, identify

1 Report of the conference of experts, dated
Aug. 20, 1958, a copy of which is contained
in the printed hearings to study the meth-
ods of detecting violations of a possible
agreement on the suspension of nuclear
tests,
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about 80 percent of the earthquakes which
produce selsmic signals equivalent to an
underground explosion of 5 kilotons or more
under Rainier coupling conditions and a few
percent of the earthquakes between 1 and 5
kilotons equivalent, This would leave an-
nually a thousand or more earthquakes
throughout the world between 1 and 5 kilo-
tons equivalent (Rainier coupling) and
ahout 100 earthquakes of 5 kilotons equiva-
lent and above (Rainier coupling) which
could be suspected of being nuclear explo-
sions, The Soviets estimated the number
above b kilotons equivalent as 20. Thus,
the experts' report contains the estimate of
unidentified events above &6 kilotons equiva-
lent as 20 (U.S.SR. estimate) to 100 (U.S.-
U.E. estimate) on all continents annually.
These numbers of unidentified events were
subsequently found to be too low as a result
of new seismic data from a later series of
tests, Hardtack II. (On-site inspection is
the best method known for identifying a
seismic event which has been detected but
not identified as either an earthquake or a
nuclear explosion.)

The experts recognized the possibility that
for underground nuclear explosions in rock
media other than Nevada tuff, coupling to
the earth might be larger or smaller by a
factor of a few and hence such explosions
might be either more or less difficult to
detect.

In the case of nuclear explosions at high
altitude and In space the 1958 Conference
of Experts noted that varlous methods for
detecting such explosions were possible—l.e.,
gamma rays and neutrons—but made no rec-
ommendations for including such technigques
in the experts’ system,

Detection and identification of underground
nuclear tests

As a result of data from the Hardtack II
series of underground nuclear explosions
conducted by the United States after the
1968 Conference of Experts report, the fol-
lowing conclusions were made by the Berk-
ner Panel: ?

(a) The estimates of the experts concern-
ing identification of underground nuclear
explosions of 6 kilotons or more apply more
accurately to ylelds of 20 kilotons or more.

(b) Estimates of the numbers of earth-
quakes equivalent to various nuclear yields
below 20 kilotons must be revised upward
by considerable amounts.

(c) The annual number of unidentified
events above 1 kiloton equivalent would ex-
ceed that estimated by the experts by about
a factor of 10.

In addition, subsequent theoretical predic-
tions increased the estimated degree of de-
coupling (muffling) possible by firing nuclear
devices in large underground cavities from a
factor of 2 to 3 as agreed at the experts’
conference up to a factor of 300. This was
confirmed experimentally by the Cowboy
serles of small chemical explosions.

The Berkner Panel recommended in March
1969 an intensive program of research and
development to improve methods of seismic
detectlon. In addition they recommended
the following specific immediate improve-
ments to the Geneva system to restore the
original capability of detection and identifi-
cation estimated by the experts:

(a) Large arrays of up to 100 seismographs
at each control post.

(b) Long-period seismographs at every
control post.

2The Berkner Panel was a panel on seismic
improvement consisting of a number of sci-
entists under the chalrmanship of Dr. Lloyd
V. Berkner. It was appointed by the Speclal
Assistant to the President for Science and
Technology on Dec. 28, 1958. It reported
its findings on Mar. 16, 19560, which were made
public on June 12, 1959. The report is con-
tained in the printed hearings.
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(3) Selsmographs in deep holes (thou-
sands of feet).

(d) Unmanned seismic stations at spac-
ings of 100 to 200 miles between the wider
spaced control posts of the experts’ system.

Technical working group II, consisting of
technical experts from the United States, the
United Kingdom, and the U.8.S.R. met in
Geneva during November and December 1959
to reexamine the problem of underground
tests and to attempt to reach agreement on
techniques and instrumentation that might
improve detection and identification of
seismic events. The U.S. report to the tech-
nical working group II set forth worldwlide
earthquake statistics and criteria for identi-
fication.

Based on these statitsics and criteria, pre-
liminary calculations were made of the esti-
mated annual number of continental seismic
events in the U.S.8.R. and the number that
would not be ldentifiable by seismic instru-
ments® It was calculated that about 100
naturally occurring seismic events per year
occur in the Soviet Union above magnitude
4.75 of which an estimated 70 could not be
identified as earthquakes by seismographs
of the Geneva system.

A formula was then established for deter-
mining a quota of onsite inspections on the
basis of 20 percent of all estimated earth-
quakes above magnitude 4.75 (100). An al-
ternative basis was 30 percent of the esti-
mated unidentified events above magnitude
476 (70). The quota obtained by elther
method was about 20 onsite inspections to
be permitted annually in the Sovliet Union
and was contained in the United States Feb-
ruary 11, 1960, proposal at Geneva.

During the hearings Dr. Richard Latter of
the Rand Corp. presented for the first time
a report evaluating the expected perform-
ance of the Geneva system in the U.S.S.R.
This report using less rigorous criteria for
identification of earthquakes, and applying
these criteria only to events within 600 miles
of each control post, where seismic data are
more reliable, stated that the annual num-
ber of unidentified events in the Soviet
Union would be 53.

This report covered the effect of increas-
ing the number of seismic control posts in
the Soviet Union from 21 to 30. If the
30 stations were installed, Rand estimated
that only 9 earthquakes per year would re-
main unidentified at magnitude 4.756 (20 kil-
otons, Rainier coupling) and 36 anidentified
events per year at magnitude 4.835 (5 kilo-
tons, Rainier coupling). Rand concluded
that such a system would essentially restore
the capability estimated by the 1958 con-
ference of experts. The Rand study did not
take into consideration the effects of de-
coupling.

The estimated cost of the complete Gen-
eva control system was reported by the Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency of the De-
partment of Defense to be $1 billion in
round numbers with an annual operating
cost of about one-quarter of a billion dol-
lars. A contractor study presented an esti-
mate of $§1 to 5 billlon for installation of
22 stations of the Geneva system selsmic
network in the U.S.8.R. alone.*

Means of concealing underground nuclear
tests

Selsmic signals from underground nuclear
tests can be reduced by decoupling in large
holes deep underground. Witnesses agreed
that decoupling factors of up to 120 were
proven experimentally in Series Cowboy.
They further agreed that an additional
decoupling factor of 214 between salt and
tuff exists because of the difference in the

* These calculations were made by the Office
of the Special Assistant to the President for
Science and Technology utilizing the best in-
formation avsailable at the time (Jan. 6,
1960) .

¢Seesecs. IVand V.
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physical properties of these two materials,
Finally, they were in agreement that these
two factors combined resulted in an overall
factor of 300 reduction in seismic signals
from a decoupled shot in salt compared to
a tamped shot in Nevada tuff. These de-
coupling tests were conducted in the fall of
1959 by the AEC in a Louisiana salt dome.
Holes in diameter of 12 and 30 feet were
used. These chemical explosions ranged
from 20 to 2,000 pounds in size.

Deep large cavities can be washed in un-
derground salt domes of which exist some
200 or more in the United States and an
unknown number in th TU.S.S.R. Holes
can be constructed by conventional solu-
tion mining or leaching by continuously
pumping fresh water or sea water into the
cavity through a cased-drill hole and with-
drawing the salt in a brine solution.

Witnesses testified that it would not be
necessary to dig the large holes required
for maximum decoupling (300 to 1). Small-
er holes, comparatively, could reduce the
selsmic signal to a level which would be
difficult if not impossible to detect. For
example, Dr. Albert Latter testified that a
decoupling factor of 30 could be obtained
in a hole one-thirtieth of the optimum
volume. Dr. Bethe disagreed and contended
that a decoupling factor of 30 would require
a hole one-tenth of the optimum volume
for maximum decoupling. Since the opti-
mum hole volume is 91,000 cubic yards (at
a depth of about 3,000 feet) per kiloton, a
decoupling of a factor of 30 would require
excavation of about 3,000 cubic yards, ac-
cording to Latter, or about 9,000 cubic
yards according to Dr. Bethe.

The diameter of holes required to pro-
vide decoupling factors of 30 and 300 were
calculated by Dr. Albert Latter for each of
several sizes of explosions.

Testimony indicated that nuclear explo-
slons might also be concealed by firing them
at such a time that the resulting seismic
signals would be masked by the signals from
large earthquakes. Theorles of other pos-
sible techniques to prevent accurate loca-
tion or to destroy the usefulness of the first
motion criterion for identification were dis-
cussed. However, these possibilities were
not considered as significant as concealment
by decoupling.

Improvement in Geneva experts system

The improvements recommended by the
Berkner Panel listed above under “Detection
and Identification of Underground Nuclear
Tests" were expected to restore the capabil-
ity of the experts system to that estimated
in 1958, which was based on a 21-station in-
stallation in the Sovlet Union.

The committee heard several proposals for
improving the detection and identification
capability of the control system by increas-
ing the number of seismograph stations.

Rand Corp. study presented by Dr. Richard
Latter indicated that increasing the number
of control posts, complete with 100-element
arrays, to 30 stations within the U.S.S.R.
would leave about 9 unidentified earth-
quakes within the U.S.8.R. per year above
magnitude 4.76 (20 kilotons under Rainier
coupling conditions). About 36 unidenti-
filed events per year within the U.BS.5.R.
would remain unidentified above magnitude
435 (about 5 kilotons Rainler coupling).

Dr. Roberts of the Carnegle Institute pro-
posed a system of about 1256 unmanned sta-
tions in the Soviet Union, spaced at 250-mile
intervals, for detecting tamped explosions
as small as 10 tons or decoupled explosions
of about 8 kilotons. However, he pointed
out that there would be no way of dis-
criminating between these small explosions
and earthquakes. He based his recommen-
dation on his experience with 1 ton high ex-
plosive charges fired in water and on addi-
tlonal experiments with quarry blasts.

On this basis he estimated that 10 tons
fired in rock could be detected at 260 miles
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under favorable circumstances, particularly
if small arrays of selsmographs were used
at each station.

Dr. Bethe proposed in his testimony before
the committee on April 20, 1960, a network
of about 600 unmanned selsmograph sta-
tlons in the U.B.8.R., at intervals of about
126 miles. This network was designed to
identify a high proportion of the earth-
quakes equivalent in size to a 20 kiloton
fully decoupled explosion (about 70 tons
closely tamped).

He estimated there would be 5,000 seismic
events of this magnitude in the USSR, of
which about 500 would be unidentified. Dr.
Bethe further stated that slnce we are in-
terested only in decoupled explosions we
would have to inspect only that part of the
500 unidentified events which were located
in salt dome areas.

Hopefully, he reported this might involve
as few as 6 events per year, since he esti-
mates that only 1 percent of the 500 uniden-
tified events would occur in salt dome areas
of the USSR. This estimate 1s based on
Dr. Bethe’s assumption that 20 kiloton de-
coupled explosions could most easily be con-
ducted in salt beds.

In a communication to the committee
dated April 27, 7 days later, Dr. Bethe of-
fered a revised statement which is printed
in the to the hearings. In this
later statement he indicated that it would
be possible, according to his new calcula-
tions, to reduce the 600 unmanned statlons
to 200 unmanned stations.

Engineering study of large arrays in U.5.5.R.

An engineering study of the feasibility of
installing large arrays of seismographs at 22
locations in the U.S.8 R. was presented to the
committee® This study revealed that the
maximum number of selsmographs which on
the average can be used in an array is more
like 30 than 100. This conclusion results
from the practical problems of successiully
finding a large number of quiet seismic loca-
tions within the 2-mile-diameter circle de-
termined to be optimum for a large array.
Thus, 1t is possible to achieve in a “reallstic™
array installation of about 30 selsmographs
an improvement in signal-to-nolse level of
a factor of 4 rather than the theoretical
estimate of a factor of 10 for a 100-element
“ideal” array.

The study further indicated that of the
22 control post locations spaced as recom-
mended by the 1058 conference of experts,
16 stations can be located on good geology
with 6 on fair, poor, or very poor geology.
Thus, 6 of the 22 stations of an actual Ge-
neva system of seismic arrays in the USSR.
can be expected to have a capability lower
than that theoretically expected by the
experts.®

The report outlines the practical prob-
lems of engineering and logistics for sta-
tions from the Arctic areas to the deserts
and high mountains of the southern part of
the USS.R. The project is compared in
engineering difficulty to the multibillion-
dollar DEW line project and is roughly
estimated to cost $1 to &5 billlon just for
control posts in the Soviet Union alone.

Onsite inspection

The 1958 conference of experts recognized
the difficulty of identifying a carefully con-
cealed underground nuclear explosion. In
the report they stated:

the control posts detect an event
which cannot be identified by the interna-

5 This study was made by United Electro-
dynamics Corp. for the Air Force Technical
Applications Center, Apr. 15, 1960.

® It should be noted that problems of rapid
and secure communication of signals and in-
formation both within the external to the
test detection system were not covered to
any extent during the hearings. Limitation
of time prevented a discussion of this
problem.
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tional control organ and which could be
suspected of being a nuclear explosion, the
international control organ can send an
inspection group to the site of this event
in order to determine whether a nuclear
explosion has taken place or not.”

How many annual onsite inspections
would be necessary or permitted In the
U.S.S8R. has been the subject of continuous
controversy between the TUSSR. and
United States-United Eingdom negotiators
at Geneva. The U.S. February 11, 1960,
proposal discussed above, under “Detec-
tion and Identification of TUnderground
Nuclear Tests"” was an attempt to overcome
the Boviet refusal to agree to inspection
rights on all suspicious events by setting a
specific number of annual inspections as a
quota with a direct relationship to the tech-
nical requirement.” The hearings discussed
the methods by which onsite inspections
would be made. Inspection would consist
of aerial overfilght of an area of 40 to 200
square miles, subsequent ground survey of
suspicious smaller areas located from the
air, and, finally, actual drilling operations
to locate radioactivity at the point deep un-
derground where the explosion may have
oceurred

In the first phase, aircraft equipped with
conventional and infrared photographic
equipment, and airborne magnetometers,
would search for unusual vehicular traffic,
mining or drilling activities, communication
or powerlines, craters, rock slides, cracks in
the earth, disrupted vegetation, etc.

In the second phase, ground examinations
of selected smaller surface areas would
utilize scientific eguipment such as sensi-
tive magnetometers, electromagnetic metal
detectors, refractlion shooting equipment,
etc. The objective would be to attempt to
locate, hopefully within a circle of about
500 feet In diameter, the spot directly over
the suspected underground nuclear explo-
sion. Magnetometers and Induction de-
tectors may locate remmnants of cable, drill
tips, or drill , or other construction
material which may have been used in pre-
paring for the shot. Reflection and re-
fraction shooting may be useful in locating
underground cavities. Surface inspection
on foot or horseback would be required to
look for unusual signs of human activities
connected with preparations for the test.

The third and final phase of inspection
would be drilling. This phase would not be
started until the successful conclusion of
the second phase. By successful conclusion
is meant that one or more areas equivalent
to a circle of the order of 500 feet radius can
be selected for drilling operations. Drilling
operations must then be conducted in each
one of these localized areas. The probability
of success in such operations is given in the
following table presented by Dr. Gerald
Johnson, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory,
Livermore:

Probability of discovery of radioactive zone

from tamped erplosions within a 500-foot
circle

Yield (kilotons) & holes 10 holes
Percent Percent G
26 o4
100 100

It was variously estimated by scientific
witnesses that the overall probability of
success of an onsite inspection in locating
and identifying a single underground nu-
clear explosion varies from very nearly zero

7The Soviets have consistently held that

t on the quota should be settled

as a political question independently of the

problem of the number of unidentified
events,
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to a probability of 100 percent success if the
inspection were conducted in an exhaustive
manner for a of several years at a
cost of tens of millions of dollars.

Detection and identification of nuclear ex-
plosions at high altitude and in space
The problem of detecting nuclear explo-

slons at high altitudes and in space may be
solved by detection equipment mounted on
the surface of the earth in conjunction with
detection equipment based In satellites in
prescribed orbits around the earth or the
sun. Technigques suggested technical
working group I (July 19859) for installa-
tion at control posts of the experts system
are tabulated below:

Approzimate
theoretical

Method: range (miles)
Direct optical oo 300, 000
PIUOLEH80EN0H coe e e 500, 000
Backscatter radar— o _ 3, 000
Cosmic noise absorption___ 1, 000-10, 000
Electromagnetic pulse —____ 3, 000

Techniques for employment on earth or
solar satellites are listed In the following

tables:

Approzimate
theoretical

Method: range (miles)
Thermal X-Tays. . cecaaeae—— 200, 000, OO0
Prompt gamme Tays---eeeee- 800, 000
Delayed gamma rays_________ 300, 000
Prompt neutrons_ . ____ 100, 000
Delayed neutrons_._________ i 10, 000
Trapped electrons__________ i 30, 000

Ground techniques appear to have possi-
bilities for detection out to ranges of 300,000
to 500,000 miles. Five of the six suggested
satellite techniques are similarly limited to
ranges of about 300,000 miles from the satel-
lite. At distances beyond 300,000 miles from
an earth satellite system, slightly more than
the distance to the moon, it is significant to
note that only the X-ray technique will
record radiatlon from a nuclear explosion.
Thus, in more than 89.99 percent of space
available for nuclear tests by a viclator only
the X-ray technique has the necessary detec-
tion range. Furthermore, this X-ray tech-
nigue 1s subject to degradation in range by
the technique of shielding by a potential
violator to reduce the intensity of X-rays
from the explosion. It is estimated that the
above range for an unshielded explosion
would be reduced by a factor of 10 or more
for explosions in the megaton yield range
and by a factor of 100 or more for explosions
of the order of 10 kilotons in yleld by
shielding,

Very little is known about the mnatural
radiation of gamma rays, neutrons, and
X-rays In regions where satellites would be
installed. The effectiveness and reliability
of the satellite system will therefore de-
pend greatly upon the degree to which pulses
of radiation similar to those produced by
nuclear explosions in space might be pro-
duced naturally.

Significance of further weapon developments
through clandestine fests

As previously discussed, the witnesses
agreed that the 180-station Geneva system
would not have a capability of detecting
and identifying seismic events below 20
kilotons equivalent as originally thought.
All witnesses also agreed that selsmic signals
from uncerground tests could be reduced by
decoupling up to a factor of 300. Accord-
ingly, with the present state of knowledge,
detection of an underground low-yield test
by a violator attempting to conceal it will
be extremely difficult if not impossible.
Similarly, it was agreed that clandestine
testing of high yleld weapons in space could
be conducted within the present scope of
missile and satellite technology.

In view of this, the gquestion naturally
arises as to the importance or significance
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of clandestine tests. In the opinion of the
scientists, who testified at these hearings,
further underground tests at ylelds smaller
than 20 kilotons would permit development
of new weapons in the low kiloton range.
They also agreed that further testing in
space would permit full-scale tests of weap-
ons developed by underground scaled-down
tests, as well as permit development of im-
proved models of high-yield nuclear weapons.

The witnesses differed, however, on the
relative military slgnificance of such de-
velopments compared to the stockpiles of
sophisticated weapons presently available to
the three principal nuclear powers, the
United States, the United Eingdom, and the
U.SBR. For example, Dr. Teller considers
such developments of very great importance,
while Dr. Bethe conslders they would be of
only nominal importance.

The importance to the United States of
future development of low-yleld nuclear
weapons, as well as improvements in high-
yleld weapons, is determined by military re-
quirements—strategic and tactical. These
are the responsibility of various agencies in
the executive branch, including the Office of
the President, the Department of Defense,
and the AEC, as well as designated congres-
sional committees in the legislative branch.
However, the military significance to the
United States of possible future nuclear
weapons must also be considered and as-
sessed In relationship to the overall diplo-
matic and forelgn policles of the United
States, While these hearings were concerned
primarily with the technical problems of a
nuclear test ban, it is recognized that diplo-
matic and policy matters of great im-
portance must also be considered in the
final evaluation. The latter, however, were
not within the scope of these hearings.

Research and development required for
seismic improvement

It was the unanimous opinion of all wit-
nesses that a vigorous and sustained pro-
gram of research and development is neces-
sary to improve our instrumentation and
our techniques of detection, identification,
and inspection of nuclear explosion tests.

The Berkner Panel proposed a comprehen-
sive research program in selsmology and rec-
ommended a systems development program
directed toward the specification of equip-
ment required for a worldwide seismic system
for monitoring underground nuclear explo-
sions, The March 1959 Berkner report rec-
ommended a total expenditure of $22.8 mil-
lion for the first year and $30 million for
the second year.

A U.S. research and development program,
designated Project Vela Uniform, was as-
signed to the Department of Defense's Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency (ARFPA) in
September 19859. The Advanced Research
Projects Agency authorized implementation
of the program in February 1960 by the Air
Force Technical Applications Center
(AFTAC).

This program was allocated $8.5 million in
December 1959, of which $5 million was ob-
ligated by April 19, 1960. Testimony indi-
cated that there is no line item in the fiscal
1861 Department of Defense budget for this
program and future funds thus would have
to be obtained from other Department of De-
fense projects or sources.

Under Project Vela Uniform, AFTAC has
undertaken the following major tasks:

(a) Equip a large number of world seis-
mological observatories with standard cali-
brated selsmographs and auxiliary equip-
ment and provide for the free exchange of
data accumulated throughout the continuous
operation of such equipment. This program
is designed to provide uniform and quantita-
tive seismic data in support of research on
the nature of earthquakes and the character-
istics of seismic waves produced by them. A
special panel established by the National
Academy of Bcilences will provide recommen-
dations on equipment specifications and on
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deployment and use of this equipment. Pro-
curement, installation, and distribution is
to be handled by the U.8. Coast and Geodetic
Survey of the Department of Commerce with
the first 60 sets of equipment expected to be
available in mid-1960.

(b) Stimulate basic research in seismology
through the establishment of programs at
universities and other research organiza-
tions to include investigations on the gen-
eration and propagation of selsmic waves,
studles of the structure of the earth, and
the development of new types of seismic in-
struments. These efforts are expected to
contribute to the solution of detection prob-
lem and to result in a significant increase in
the number of trained scientists who would
be required for the technical operations of
a control system.

(¢) Carry out a systems development pro-
gram to include the construction and op-
eration of a Geneva-type station recom-
mended by the 19568 Conference of Experts
and the design and operation of a systems
development laboratory and selsmograph
station based on Berkner Panel recommen-
dations. Characteristics of the latter sta-
tion will be continually modified in the light
of technical advances.

(d) Investigate the magnitude and char-
acteristics of selsmic effects from both
underground nuclear and high explosive det-
onations for the purpose of obtaining data
on the difference in slgnals generated, the
effects of depth of burial and geology and
to obtain possible additional criteria for
differentiating between natural and artifi-
clal seismic events., Extensive measure-
ments to be made at distances from a few
feet out to distances as far as 2,000 to 3,000
miles from these explosions would provide
data which are expected to result in major
improvements in detection capabilities.
{Nuclear explosions were considered essen-
tial by most of the witnesses for a research
program of this nature.)

Research and development required to de-
termine feasibility of detecting nuclear
explosions in space

The March 1959 report of the Panofsky
Panel * proposed a program of research and
development to determine the feasibility of
systems for detecting nuclear explosions in
space. The U.S. Government is considering
a major program of research and develop-
ment based on the recommendations of this
report. This program, designated Vela Slerra
(ground-based techniques) and Vela Hotel
(satellite-based techniques), is the responsi-
bility of the Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA).

Sclentific opinion at the hearings unani-
mously supported the requirement for an
intensive program of research and develop-
ment to determine the feasibility of detect-
ing nuclear explosions in space. A program
of research and development was presented
by ARPA which amounts to the threefold
task of (1) surveying the background levels
of radiation in space to be encountered by
satellite detectors; (2) developing adequate
detection equipment for satellites, launch-
ing, tracking, and data-reduction systems;
and (3) developing equipment for detection
of nuclear explosions in space from control
posts of the 1958 Geneva experts system.

The program contemplates utilizing the
facilities of the Department of Defense, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and the National
Aeronauties and Space Administration in the
most effective way possible to accomplish the
program in the shortest possible time. It is
estimated that a program of 3 to 5 years of
research and development will be required

#The Panel on High Altitude Detection
under the chairmanship of Dr. Wolfgang
Panofsky was appointed by the Special As-
sistant to the President for Scilence and
Technology and on Mar. 16, 1859, submitted
its final report.
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to determine the feasibility of a system for
detecting nuclear explosions in space.

ARPA has requested $20 million for fiscal
year 1961 to pursue the program of research
on surface and satellite techniques for de-
tecting high-altitude explosions.

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S OPPOR-
TUNITY TO STAND UP FOR FREE-
DOM

Mr, COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. FeErcHAN] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maine?

There was no objection.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, today,
May 10, we commemorate Rumanian In-
dependence Day which has long been
celebrated by Rumanian patriots in all
parts of the world as a day of national
unity.

The Rumanian Nation, history tells us,
was constructed by the descendants of
the Roman colonists many centuries ago.
Down through history Rumania has
stood as one of the strong and sturdy
ramparts of European freedom and the
noble cause of Christianity. As a con-
sequence of her geographical position as
well as her strong loyalty to the cause
of an advanced civilization, Rumania
has often been the scene of war and
martyrdom.

Today this historic nation of some 20
millions of people suffers under the heavy
yoke of Russian Communist imperialism,
‘While it is true that the Rumanians have
known the cruel whip of Moscow in past
generations, the Communist whip now
in the hands of the Kremlin masters is
more cruel, brutal, and inhuman than
any before lashed over the backs of the
Rumanian people. All freedom-loving
Americans, therefore, on this, the tradi-
tional Rumanian Independence Day, pay
tribute to those loyal and sturdy Ruman-
ian patriots who stand fast in their faith
{3{1 lg,he future of Rumania and all man-

Within 6 days the summit meeting at
Paris, France, will be held. This meet-
ing presents a marvelous opportunity for
President Eisenhower to become the
champion of freedom and national in-
dependence for all people and nations
by insisting that the agenda to be con-
sidered at the meeting include the right
of all nations, large and small, to de-
termine their own destiny, their own
form of government, by free and un-
fettered elections. Insistence upon this
right at the summit meeting may be
offensive to the cruel, inhuman leader
of the Russian Communists and the in-
ternational Communist conspiracy,
Khrushchev, but it would be in strict
conformity with the previous agreements
signed by the Soviet Union, Great
Britain, France, and the United States.

The Captive Nations Week resolution,
which is Public Law 86-90, enacted by
Congress and signed by the President
July 17 of last year, means that we
deeply share the aspirations of all the
captive nations for their national in-
dependence, freedom, and individual
liberty. It also signalizes to Moscow
that it should make no mistake about
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our spiritual alliance with the captive
millions and that in no circumstances
will we ever sacrifice their goals for
national independence, freedom, and in-
dividual liberty in any deal.

By insisting upon the right of self-
determination of nations to be included
in the summit agenda, President Eisen-
hower will have the complete support of
Congress and the acclaim of the Ameri-
can people and all people throughout the
world who are anxious for a peace with
justice.

I am confident that the God-fearing
people of the great nation of Rumania,
once again, given an opportunity to de-
termine their own destiny by free and
unfettered elections, would repudiate the
Russian proconsuls and Russian stooges
who are in control of the Government.
They would replace them with loyal
patriotic Rumanians worthy of the great

tradition and  heritage of true
Rumanians.

WAGING PEACE
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I would not want this RECORD
to close, in the light of the remarks made
earlier today, without some comment
about waging peace. The events of the
past 15 months have given many Ameri-
cans hope that the administration was
indeed engaged in waging peace, but
Americans have been unnerved by the
swift succession of events in the past 10
days. So much attention has been given
to the flight across Soviet territory that
the greater risk to the nuclear test con-
versations at Geneva has almost slipped
from view.

In 1958, our international discussions
of nuclear tests had come close to the
point of an agreement. All of the scien-
tists felt that a treaty could have been
settled then, but we insisted on further
nuclear explosions and, while we tested
small bombs, the Russians perfected the
H-bomb for carriage in a missile. We
resumed conversations.

Finally on February 12 of this year we
offered a new proposal calling for a pro-
gram of joint research and experimenta-
tion to develop the detection of small
tests underground. In the White House
statement at that time it was said “the
United States is determined to make all
possible progress toward the ultimate
objective of the negotiations,” and “a
joint program of research and experi-
mentation would permit the ban to be
systemadtically extended fo the remaining
areas underground where adequate con-
trol measures are not now possible to
incorporate.”

Out of these negotiations had come
further agreement so that there re-
mained to be settled at the forthcoming
summit conferences only three major
questions: The question of the length
of the moratorium, the completion of the
control group, and the number of on-
sight inspections.
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Most scientists believed that these par-
tially political questions could be re-
solved in an acceptable manner at the
fortheoming summit conferences and
that this would be one step forward to-
ward building a lasting peace. But,
again, even as others have indicated
their willingness to accept our offers, we
ﬁ?m appear to be torpedoing our own

er.

On last Friday, the President stated
that we would not have joint research
but coordinated research, which is a far
different thing. On Saturday he an-
nounced that we would proceed to carry
out underground nuclear tests, thus in-
directly withdrawing the offer of Febru-
ary 12 for joint research, just 4 days
before the conference resumes meetings
to work out joint research. In this time
of tensions, Mr. Speaker, it is essential
that we try to increase rather than de-
crease the area of trust. If we would
be trusted, we must proceed in good
faith ourselves. A coordinated research
program in which the other parties to
the research will not know fully what
is being done may very well undermine
the opportunity for an agreement on a
nuclear test ban.

This morning’s Washington Post, in
a UPI dispatch from Geneva, indicates
that neither the British nor American
delegations had been informed in ad-
vance of the Washington move. They
were obviously irked at its timing and
feared months of tedious conference ac-
tivities might have been wasted because
of it. A Reuter’s dispatch indicates
that Britain is opposed to the unilateral
resumption of nuclear testing by either
the United States or the Soviet Union
unless it is carried out within the frame-
work of current negotiations, which is
to say, under joint research. Certainly
we should not act without consultation,
especially at this stage.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have a right to be told the truth by their
public officials. The issues with which
we deal are of such great importance
that deception may invite national de-
struction. The confidence of our adver-
saries in our truthfulness has already
been badly shaken by the events of the
past weekend. Now we risk shaking the
cmlllﬂdence of our allies and friends as
well.

I call upon the President to retract the
announcement of last Saturday and to
affirm his offer of February 12, to help
assure that a nuclear test ban, as the
first step toward world disarmament,
may be achieved. President de Gaulle
reminded us 2 weeks ago that this is the
last moment for reaching agreement.
Otherwise we may expect many more
nations to join the nuclear club, we may
expect agreement to be more difficult,
and the risk of nuclear war, even by
accident, to mount.

Mr. Speaker, I am distressed that
there are public officials who in this hour
preceding a world conference of heads
of State would seek to justify or con-
done provocative acts which threaten
the lives of hundreds of millions of peo-
ple the world over. I invite my col-
leagues to read the following English
translation by Tass of the remarks of
Premier Ehrushchev, which appeared on
page 16 of today’s New York Times. The
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uncommitted world will be listening to
us as well as to Premier Khrushchey.
They will be judging the actions of the
United States as well as of the US.SR.
May our words and our deeds henceforth
indicate an unswerving desire to wage
peace, in order that mankind may live
to enjoy freedom. Even those who have
not yet experienced the freedom of the
Western World have no desire to be lib-
erated by incineration.

[From the New York Times, May 10, 1960]
TexT OF KHRUSHCHEV'S SPEECH WARNING Na-
TIONS WITH Basis Usep BY U.S. PLANES

Dear Comrade Dvorak, Ambassador of
friendly, fraternal Czechoslovakia,

Dear friends, comrades, gentlemen,

We are very pleased to attend the recep-
tion held on the occasion of the fifteenth
anniversary of the liberation of the Czecho-
slovak Republic, the celebration of Victory
Day, which indeed is a holiday for all the
peoples. The Soviet people, at one with all
other peoples, sincerely want that there
should be no more war, that this war should
be the last, that it should be remembered
by the peoples and should go down in history
as the last war.

We are doing our utmost to achieve this
indeed. That is precisely why the Soviet
Union submitted at the United Nations its
proposals for general and complete disarma-
ment. We not only insist on the necessity
of reducing armed forces but already now,
without waiting for such decisions by the
Western countries, we unilaterally cut the
armed forces of the Soviet Union by one-
third.

When we have reduced our armed forces
to 2,400,000, some time will pass, and we
shall think it over and evidently we shall
further reduce our army. Comrade Zhadov
[Gen. Aleksandr A. Zbhadov, deputy com-
mander of Soviet ground forces] over there
scratched the back of his head—another
reduction.

No, this will not be done now, Comrade
General, but later.

We shall do this if the situation favors
such measures. Of course, we shall not cut
our armed forces to such a level which would
prejudice the security of the Soviet Union.
You should bear in mind that we do not
reduce our armed forces for financial reasons.
No, the financial situation of our state is
splendid and, if need be, could not only
forbear from reducing the army and navy,
but increase them. I repeat, if this were
necessary we could do this without tense
efforts. But as good masters we say: Why
have bigger armed forces than we need?

CONTROLS NOT FEARED

If our partners agree we are willing to ac-
cept total disarmament and we shall effect
it honestly. We are not afraid of control. If
you please, gentlemen, then you could fly over
our territory, check, take pictures, do what
you please.

Such an issue as now could not arise then.
The Department of State explains the inci-
dent with the downed reconnaissance plane
more or less as follows: One cannot, they say,
admit, nor can one deny. It turns out, as
in the well-known joke, that here is a maiden
who is also not a maiden for she has a child.
The marriage was not registered, therefore
one can regard her as a maliden in a way.
But she gave birth to a child. Can one re-
gard her as a maiden or not?

This does not happen in real life. We tell
the Americans: Your plane flew over our
country on an Intelligence mission. We
tracked its flight and it flew to the Sverd-
lovsk area, where it was brought down. That
is how you got into a mess and you are in
a mess. Pluck up your courage and say:
Yes, there was such a disgraceful fact. And
this is a big disgrace for America since every-
one sees now how disgraced in the eyes of
the world are those who committed such a
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shocking act of aggression. The whole world
wants peace, a relaxation of international
tension while certaln quarters in the United
States stage such a provocation.

What were the purposes of this flight? A
provocation. This is bad, very bad indeed.

TIMING FOR SUMMIT SEEN

I have already said, comrades, and now I
repeat, that this was done deliberately and
deliberately timed for the summit meeting
in Paris. It is said that it was the work of
the military. Only the military? What kind
of state is this if the military do what the
Government opposes? How can the Govern-
ment tolerate this? If any one of our mili-
tary allowed himself to do such a thing, we
would pull him up immediately. The Gov-
ernment and the country are strong when
the entire machinery functions smoothly,
when everything is subordinated to the Gov-
ernment. Therein lies real strength. Under-
stand me rightly: When everyone pulls in a
different direction what kind of state is this
and what confidence can one have in the
policy of such a state?

There can be no confidence in the policy
of such a state. The statement that the
aggressive flight was made without the will
and instructions of the Government, that
nothing was known of it in the State De-
partment, does not give credit to the De-
partment of State of the United States.
And what about Allen Dulles?

For he knew about all this and he also
is a member of the U.S. Government. For
this is Allen Dulles' aviation. It turns out
that the State Department’s reply is, as the
saying has it, too thin.

It is possible, I do not know this for cer-
tain, but I do not preclude the possibility
that the Government of the United States
of America knew of this fiight. But I, so to
speak, confide it to you.

STATEMENT HELD ALARMING

In diplomatic language it would be better
to say: It knew, but it stopped its ears and
closed its eyes and now depicts the matter
as if the Devil led astray some official. How-
ever, let it be, with this Government and
with its way of issuing statements on all this.

One thing is alarming in this statement.
It is vague. More, this statement blames
us for not allowing to fly over or travel
across our country those who want to study
our defenses, to discover secrets. And that
is why they, that means the American Gov-
ernment, had been impelled to send planes
on intelligence missions. This is a very
dangerous explanation. It is dangerous be-
cause it does not denounce but tries to jus-
tify such a flight and seems to say that such
flights are possible in the future, too, be-
cause the Soviet Union does not think to
reveal its secrets to countries that pursue
unfriendly policy toward us.

Using this as the only justification, some
gentlemen intend to gain the right in the
eyes of public opinion to fly over our terri-
tory in the future, too, gleaning important
military secrets.

I repeat once agaln this is very danger-
ous, let alone that it is wrong in principle
and not in keeping with the spirit of inter-
national peaceful relations. If someone in-
tends to fly over our territory, reconnoiter-
ing objectives and gleaning state secrets, we
shall bring down such planes, just bring
them down.

More, if such flights are repeated, we shall
take appropriate countermeasures.

OTHER COUNTRIES WARNED

I should say this: Those countries that
have bases on their territories should note
most carefully the following: If they allow
others to fly from their bases to our ter-
ritory we shall hit at those bases. Because
we assess such actions as provocations
against our country.

We tell the governments of those coun-
tries, if you leased your territory to others
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and are not the masters of your land, of your
country, hence, we shall have to understand
it in our way. Those who lease your ter-
ritory, operate against us from your terri-
tory. Their lands are far from us while your
land is near. That is why as a warning to
remote targets, we shall find the range to
the near ones. Let them draw the appropri-
ate conclusions.

I should not like to heat up passions
because even in wartime people long for
peace, await an end to the war and dream
of peace. There is no war now., Our
strength is being tested. Therefore, let us
not draw conclusions aggravating relations
between countries, such conclusions as
would hamper us in the future, I should like
to say, even in building good relations with
the United States of America. Today I
declare once again that we want to live not
only in peace but also in friendship with
the American people, The American people
want no war, I am sure of this.

On the eve of the Paris meeting the ag-
gressive circles wanted to bring strong pres-
sure to bear upon us. We say: Let us con-
clude a peace treaty with Germany. Some
of our former wartime allies are against this.

WEST BERLIN STAND DECRIED

But why? Plalnly speaking, why need the
United States of America, France, and the
United Eingdom West Berlin? They need
it as a dog needs a fifth leg. West Berlin
does not give them anything. By the way,
no one encroaches on West Berlin., It is said,
freedom is at stake, but who encroaches on
freedom?

Let the West Berliners continue to live
as they do now and let them have the
regime they llke. The Soviet Government
has long since declared that to select a
regime is a matter for each people and that
everyone should live as he prefers to. If
the Western Powers do not want to sign a
German peace treaty we shall have to sign
a peace treaty with the German Democratic
Republic.

The point is that even after we conclude
such a treaty with the German Democratic
Republic they would like to exercise those
rights which flow from Germany's surrender,
to exercise them Iin deflance of the peace
treaty we would have signed. But if we
sign a peace treaty with the German Demo-
cratic Republic, the terms of war will be
ended and, hence, the terms of surrender
will also be ended. They will cease to op-
erate. If after the signing of a peace treaty
some one would like to force his way into
West Berlin which we would like to see a
free city, our force will resist this force.

Aware of this, some leaders in the United
States of America decided to teach Khru-
shchev a lesson; since it is sald that force
will resist force, we shall teach a lesson to
the Soviet Union, we shall fly over your ter-
ritory and we already flew over it and re-
turned home.

EARLIER FLYOVER NOTED

This happened, for instance, on April 9.
I have already spoken of this. Even now
this flight is denied in the United States.
In this case the ethics is: If the thief is not
caught, he is no thief. But this time we
caught the thief and now the whole world
knows of it.

The reconnaissance plane should have
been brought down on April 9, too. But
our military, to put it mildly, let a chance
slip by. And we, as one says, took them
to task for it. On May 1 the reconnalssance
plane was shot down. The military splen-
didly coped with the task when the oppo-
nent grew bold. For the American military
thought like this: If the April 9 flight passed
off with impunity, that means they can-
not hit it at such an altitude, and the ag-
gressive military wanted to demonsirate
thelir strength once again 15 days before the
summit meeting.
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Well, Ehrushchev, what are you boast-
ing of? We fly over your country and you
can do nothing about it. They expected to
fly over Soviet territory this time, too, to
fly over Sverdlovsk and to show that we can
do nothing about it. Indeed, an unpleasant
situation. And now when he hit the air
pirate with a rocket, as the saying has it, it
is time to dismount from the horse.

8. M. Budenny: “One must slash down to
the saddle, and everything will go to pieces.”

Nikita Ehrushchev: *“I believe that this
cavalry rule is quite appropriate.”

Attempts are still made to frighten us
because in the West bombers are flying on
round-the-clock vigil * * *,

ROCKETS ON VIGIL

I should like to tell those people: “Listen,
gentlemen, we also have bombers, but they
are not on vigil, in our country rockets are
on vigil.,”

It is common knowledge that V bombers,
as a rule, fly at an altitude ranging from
12,000 to 17,000 meters, they cannot rise
higher because designers still cannot over-
come technical difficulties. The plane
which committed the diversion on May 1
flew at an altitude of 20,000 meters. They
say it was an unarmed V plane. It was
because it was unarmed that it could fiy
at such an altitude. They expected that
such a plane will be invulnerable for a long
time to go. They even expected that this
will be almost for all time.

I shall say further, when Twining, the
then Chief of Staff of the United States Air
Force, arrived here we welcomed him as
guest and entertained him. He left our
country by air and next day sent a plane
flying at great altitude to our country. This
plane flew as far as Elev. The question
arose: Should we protest? I proposed that
no protest should be lodged. Only an ani-
mal might act like Twining which, eating at
one place, might do its unpleasant busi-
ness there. From such behavior we drew
the conclusion: To improve rockets, to im-
prove fighters. Our fighters can fly as high
as 28,000 meters. But the difficulties of a
fighter are that though it can rise high,
it is not so easy and simple to find the tar-
get In the air; a plane in the air is like a
needle in the ocean.

But the rocket finds its target Iitself.
This 1s the advantage of the rocket and we
use of 1t. We have both fighters and rock=-
ets. That is why I say: If there are still
politicians who would like to rely on bomb=-
ers, they are doomed to failure. With the
up-to-date military techniques bombers will
be shot down even before they approach the
target. We also have good aviation. I flew
to America in a TU-114. This plane is a
modification of a bomber with a flying range
of 17,000 kilometers. I mentioned this to
the President of the United States. How-
ever, the celling of the bomber is within the
sphere of operation of fighters. It is now
not so difficult to bring down a bomber.

The Americans can do this, but we can
do it even better.

That is why one should abandon this
exchange of threats. It would be better
to speak of peace and friendship, how mu-
tually advantageous it is to trade, how good
relations can be established between peo-
ples, how cultural contacts and tourist travel
can be developed. This would be a far
more useful and lofty job and all the peo-
ples of the world would welcome this. This
is precisely what our stand is, comrades.
The peoples demand tranquillity, they are
against wars and military conflicts. Let us
try and meet these just demands of the
people.

SOVIET GOALS CITED

When we were preparing the recent ses-
sion of the Supreme Soviet we did not en-
visage the discussion of any military ques-
tions. We drafted a law on the abolition of
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taxes pald by factory and office workers and
a law on the completion of the transition
to a 7 and 6-hour working day. We pre-
pared for discussion at the session the ques-
tion of increasing by 25 billion to 30 bil-
lion rubles expenditures for the expansion
of industry manufacturing consumer goods
s0 as to emerge to first place in Europe dur-
ing this T-year-plan period, and to catch
up with the United States 5 years later.
What lofty aims from the attainment of
which not a single people, not a single in-
dividual in the world, would suffer.

And here, as one says, to “cheer us up,”
they timed such an aggressive act for the
great proletarian May Day holiday. But the
aggressors themselves did not expect that
they would indeed cheer us up. When Mar-
shal Malinovsky mounted the mausoleum
on May Day to make his speech, I could al-
ready congratulate him on the shooting
down of the plane. He replied that he had
learned this just before motoring to Red
Square. This was good news before the
minister's speech at the May Day parade.

Comrades, today we are celebrating the
day of victory in the war in which we lost
more people and wealth than any other
country. We mourn over the dead but at
the same time we celebrate and rejoice in
our victory.

HAILS WAR VICTORY

We rejoice because our people not only
rehabilitated the devastated economy but
far surpassed the prewar level of develop-
ment. This victory is also being celebrated
in countries that were our allies in the last
war. The Ambassadors of those countries
are also here. We have just clinked glases
with the American Ambassador, Mr. Thomp-
son. But after our “clinking” in the air,
are ringing of our glasses in the Czechoslo-
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vak Embassy—is already not the proper
ringing.

I respect the Ambassador of the United
States and I am convinced that he had
nothing to do with this incursion, that he
could not have anything to do even if he
wished to.

I am convinced of the ethical qualities
of this man. Since I know him I think that
he is not capable of such a thing. Evidently
he feels this incident as a big annoyance
for his country and for himself as the
representative of the United States in the
Soviet Union. This must be taken into
consideration.

Comrades, I propose a toast to the victory,
to the nations and people who fought against
Nazi Germany and with us won a great vic-
tory.

I propose a toast to friendly Czechoslo-
vakia, to the remarkable people of Czecho-
slovakia, to the hosts of this house, the
Ambassador of the Czechoslovak Republie,
Comrade Dvorak, and his wife, to all who
represent the fraternal Czechoslovak Re-
public in the Soviet Union.

I ralse my glass to the end of wars, to
the end of provocations, to peace and friend-
ship between the peoples.

HEALTH CARE PROPOSALS

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BYrNES]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the REecorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
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Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, the Committee on Ways and
Means is presently working in executive
session on possible amendments to the
Social Security Act. One of the impor-
tant subjects under consideration in this
activity is concerned with the establish-
ment of a health and medical care pro-
gram for the aged.

Basically there are two proposed ap-
proaches presently under consideration
to provide the aged with protection
against health care costs. One of these
approaches is the Medicare plan recom-
mended by the administration as out-
lined to the committee by the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
Honorable Arthur S. Flemming. The
other approach is contained in legisla-
tion, H.R. 4700, sponsored by my distin-
guished committee colleague, the Hon-
orable AimE J. Foranp, of Rhode Island.

Important factors involved in the eval-
uation of the relative merits of these two
approaches include eligibility or cover-
age, scope of benefits, cost, and financing.
So that factual information may be
available on these important points, I
have had a table prepared presenting a
comparative analysis of the adminis-
tration proposal and the Forand pro-
posal

As a part of my remarks at this point
in the Recorp I will include this table
so that the information contained there-
in may be publicly available:

Administration proposa.

Forand, H.R. 4700

1. Eligible group. -
eurity,
Non-tax]
With a
IL. Enrollment fee. ...
recipients.
IIT. Old-age-assistance recipients. -| Covered: Total, 2,400,000
IV. Persons with low income_..__.__..
V. Persons with higher income. . ...
not covered: Total, 3,600,000
VI. Benefits year:
T T 0 S

(b) Hospital care
(¢) Skilled nursing home care. ...

365 days.

All persons 65 and over who pay no income tax, or
do pay taxes and whose adjLu.sted gross income, p
rallroad retirement and v benefits do
not exoaed $2,500 ($3,800 per couple):
Total, ellsjbIe oy RS e T e

Public asslsmneo ................................
$24 per person per year. No enrollment fee for puhhc asmstanee

Individual with less than 42,500, or $3,800 per couple, of adjusted
gross income covered: Total, 12,400,000.
Persons with an income in excess of §2,500, or $3,800 per couple,

Pays 80 percent of all medical costs in excess of the first $250, or
ls«w:}hper ooulple, of medical expense incurred by the beneficiary
n the year.
(At national uvemga of 380 per day less colnsurance
of 20 percent, this equals $4,300,) !
(At national average of $8 per day less coinsurance of
20 percent, this equals $2,336.) 1

rsons who
us social se-

dgminoomaofs'-%w)orl

None,

All persons 65 years or older receiving social securitfr f\ius widows
over age 62 and minor dependent children eligib!
security benefits,

for social

660,000 eovered of the 2,400,000 total.
Otliy low-income group recewing OASI would be covered.

All of high-income group receiving OASI would be covered.
Pays only dollar cost of first 60 days’ hospital care; 120 days’
nursing home care, less time in hospital; surgery.
60 days. (At national average of $30 per day, this equals $1,800.)
120 days less total number of dnys spmt in hospital. (Koapital
admittance: required prior ce in’ nursing h

d) Orgmslmsed home care services. .

day of hospital uare 119 da}rs, at $8 equals 39&2}

D Lot Laboratory and Xcrey i | e P it
& Wil coinsurance of 20 percent '._____.._ ne.
Physicians’ services.............. Yos. A e s s P A SRR R Do.
s dres U &m" l¢ss coinsuras of 20 £ i Do
p , coinsurance PN el s sy T T 0.
Y&s.do g A il }D)o.
AR 0.
Yes. particlpan ts could pumhsse major medical health insur- Do.
licy from a private mrrler or group. If so, the Federal
and tate Governments would pay 50 percent of preminm cost
M- up to a maximum of $60.
VIIIL A ation State administered . ____.________..__._____________.____..__| Federally administered.
pe w e U S M IS R R T Total estimated costs_ . .....c.cobioceeenen §1,383,000,000 | The first year expenditure could be $1.1. billion. Because it
3 e s wou.ldhe necessary to increase the payroll tax on a level pre-
Annual Federal share_ 600, 000, 000 minm basis, the contribution to the fund during the first year
Annual State share 600, 000, 000 would be §$1 64 billlon.
Eligible individual annual contributions..._._.. 183, 000, 000
X. Finanelng. .....oeunoaaoaananae | General re Payroll tax increase, based on 1st $4,800 of earnings: .
Hoofl peroent. per employee, amploym cost
(pp ximately).. A
pemnt per ‘employer, employers cost
{ag}xon 750, 000, 000
peroen per self-employed, self-em-
ploynd cost (upproximwly) ................ 140, 000, 000
Total estimated benefit cost 1, 640, 000, 000

I Publie assistance recipients receive 100 percent coverage.
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AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION
BILL

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BrooM-
FIELD] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extrane-
ous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, in
our consideration of H.R. 12117, the agri-
culture appropriation bill. I would like
to make it plain to my colleagues why 1
oppose this measure.

The report issued with this bill by the
House Committee on Appropriations is
a telling indictment of the waste, the
confusion and the loss of the income to
our farmers because of our present farm
policies.

May I quote directly from the report
on one portion of the agriculture ap-
propriation bill, that having to do with
production controls:

What we have been doing hasn’t worked.
After spending or committing ourselves to
spend nearly $26 billion, the record shows
the situation to be three or four times worse
in terms of surplus inventories of CCOC.

Any future farm program must provide
that farm income shall come from the pro-
duction of that quantity of product neces-
sary for domestic and foreign markets. In
the interest of the overall national economy,
such production must reflect farm costs
plus a reasonable profit. Such income
should come from the market place.

To me, there is a simple and perma-
nent way of accomplishing this purpose
as outlined by the report. It is just a
case of getting the Federal Government
out of the price control and subsidy busi-
ness. It is a case of putting the destiny
of our farmer in his own hands rather
than that of the Federal Government.

Apparently, a great many members of
the House Committee on Agriculture
have no confidence in our farmer and
his ability to compete with his goods in
the world market.

This being a presidential election year,
I can well recognize the fact that there
is a noticeable reluctance on the part of
some Members of both Houses of Con-
gress to upset any applecarts. Yet, it is
my belief that the time has long since
passed when expediency should be con-
sidered national policy.

Our constituents should be told the
truth. Are the taxpayers of this Nation
going to be faced with supporting a
large segment of our population for-
ever? Or are efforts going to be made
to permit the farmer to once again find
his freedom, to live his own life as he
sees fit, to get out from under restric-
tive and liberty destroying edicts by the
Federal Government?

There are those who contend our agri-
culture community must be planned
down to the last iota, that the lives
of those who make their living off the
land they love must be regulated, con-
trolled, used as a vehicle and an excuse
for hiring countless more Federal em-
ployees who will play big brother, con-
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trolling his every effort to grow what he
wants, where he wants.

My answer to these people is this.
Congress has not yet found a means of
repealing the law of gravity. It has not
found a way to repeal the law of supply
and demand.

Congress does not have it in its power
by joint resolution or otherwise to stop
the course of the earth around the sun
or the moon around the earth,

Yet we are told by those who look at
the farmer as a specimen on a micro-
scopic slide or a substance in a test tube
that all that is necessary is further lab-
oratory conditions for the farmer, fur-
ther isolation of him and his family from
the economic ups and downs of our na-
tional economy, further emphasis upon
sterility and stagnation of the farmer's
initiative and his hopes for the future.

Fortunately, farmers are not grown
in test tubes, and their horizons are lim-
ited to the four walls of the social seci-
ence laboratory. They are living,
breathing beings with confidence in our
Nation and hope for their future if we
will but give them the means of having
hope and the freedom to have a hand in
their own salvation.

Some claim that the farmer will wilt
and die if he and his family are exposed
to the open air of free competition. I
do not believe this to be true.

‘We have a huge surplus of farm goods
in our warehouses, and we certainly can-
not consume all that we grow.

But we cannot claim that there are
not ample markets for our agricultural
products in other parts of the world if
our farmers were but permitted to com-
pete for these markets on a realistic
basis.

Our farmers do not want an existence
in which their only hope for the future
is further Federal subsidies. They want
back their freedom. Our consumers do
not want artificially rigged prices which
cost them millions of dollars annually
in higher food costs. They want to buy
food at a reasonable price. Our beef
and poultry producers do not want to
see their profits eaten up by feed costs
which have no bearing on the world
market price. They want to raise their
:i?lr' their poultry, as cheaply as pos-

e.

It is time that Congress face the farm
problem on the basis of national need
and benefit, rather than as a field in
which political promises far outweigh
accomplishments.

The best thing we can do for the
farmer is to let him alone and permit
him the necessity of liberty rather than
trying to entice him with the luxuries
of subsidies and price controls.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENTS

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
CurTis] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extrane-
ous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
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Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, on rollcall No. 68 on Wednes-
day, May 4, on adoption of the motion
for the previous question on the motion
that further proceedings under a rolleall
be dispensed with, I was absent. Had I
been present and voting I would have
voted “nay."

On rollcall No. 69, on a motion to dis-
pense with further proceedings under a
rollcall, I was absent. Had I been pres-
ent and voting I would have voted
unay‘u

J. EDGAR HOOVER

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. HaL-
PERN] may extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and include extrane-
ous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to add my commendations to those
already expressed about J. Edgar Hoover
on this the 36th anniversary year of his
becoming Director of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. Few Americans are
held in greater respect and admiration
than this quiet fighter against lawless-
ness, crime, and subversion.

His dedication to duty, his remarkable
record, his personal integrity are mag-
nificent testaments of his character and
his devotion to the public service.

As an administrator he reorganized a
second-rate Federal bureau, enhanced its
services and facilities, and restaffed it
with competent, young men.

As a leader, he drove his men hard,
but smashed the gangster wave of the
thirties, the backwash from prohibition
and depression. In the forties and fifties
his vigilance was directed against Com-
munists and subversives with such effect
that Communist party membership has
been reduced to its lowest ebb and the
Nation made safer as a result.

As a patriot, he has given unstintingly
of his talent and time in the preserva-
tion of the national heritage.

As a man, he has won the affection and
respect of the entire Nation.

It is a privilege and a pleasure to sa-
lute him today on this his 36th anniver-
sary with the Bureau. May the years
ahead continue to be blessed with his
courage and dedication and may the
honors that have been bestowed upon
him by a grateful Nation be multiplied
again and again in recognition of a great
public servant and an outstanding man.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Hosmer (at the request of Mr.
Mamriarp), for today, on account of ill-
ness in the family.

Mr. SHELLEY (at the request of Mr.
KasTeNMEIER) , for today and the balance
of the week, on account of official busi-
ness.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Horrierp, for 30 minutes today,
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. Ranparn (at the request of Mr.
McCormack), for 10 minutes, on tomor-
row.

Mr. ScHWENGEL, for 2 hours, on Mon-
day, May 18.

Mr. Pucivskr (at the request of Mr.
CorFrFIN), for 16 minutes, on tomorow.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorb, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. ALGER.

Mr. BRADEMAS.

Mr. CurTis of Missouri and to include
extraneous matter.

Mr. MARsSHALL, and also to include cer-
tain charts in his remarks today in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Mr. Avery, his remarks in Committee
of the Whole today during collogquy with
Mr., Miceer and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Forp, his remarks in Committee
of the Whole today and to include a
chart and a table.

Mr. CANNON.

(At the request of Mr. McCORMACK,
and to include extraneous matter, the
following:)

Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. Brooks of Louisiana.

(At the request of Mr. SmitH of Cali-
fornia, and to include extraneous mat-
ter, the following:)

Mr. WIDNALL.

Mr. Van ZanpT in two instances.

Mr. DEVINE.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R.1217. An act to suspend for 2 years
the import duty on certain amorphous
graphite;

H.R. 1456. An act for the relief of Univer-
sal Trades, Inc.;

H.R.1752. An act for the relief of Wilhel-
mina Ordonez;

H.R.2082. An act for the relief of James
Demetrios Chrysanthes, also known as James
Demetrios Chrysanthacopoulos;

H.R.3786. An act for the relief of Chan
Eit Ying and James George Bainter;

H.R.3934. An act for the relief of Mrs. E.
Christine Williams;

H.R. 4562. An act for the relief of Stanis-
law Grzelewskl;

H.R.4825. An act for the relief of Jean K.
Simmons;

H.R. 5349. An act to provide for the con-
veyance to Orange County, Calif.,, of all
right, title, and interest of the United States
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in and to certain real property situated in
Orange County, Calif.;

H.R. 6083, An act for the relief of Mary V.
Jones;

H.R.6408. An act for the relief of Robert
Dolton;

H.R.6843. An act for the relief of Daniel
Wilging;

HR.T7226. An act for the relief of Mr,
Hughie D. Martin and Ione Martin;

HR. 7254. An act for the rellef of Simeen
Helena Chaghaghi;

H.R.7363. An act for the relief of Chester
A, Spindler;

H.R. 8280. An act for the rellef of Clarence
T. Tolpo;

H.R. 8383. An act for the relief of Maj. Jack
E. Hudson;

H.R.8456. An act for the rellef of Capt.
Jack Rubley;

H.R. 8672. An act for the relief of Dr. Deh
Chang Tao;

H.R. B868. An act for the relief of the Al-
bertson Water District, Nassau County, N.Y¥.;

H.R.8941. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Alice Anderson;

H.R.9084. An act to repeal certain retire-
ment promotion authority of the Coast and
Geodetic Burvey;

H.R.9216. An act for the relief of Daniel
C. Turner;

HR.9464. An act to remove the require-
ment that, of the Chief and Deputy Chief
of the Bureau of Ships, one must be special-
1y qualified and experienced in naval engi-
neering and the other must be specially
qualified and experienced in naval architec-
ture;

H.R. 9476. An act for the relief of George
E. Willlams and William L. Johnson;

H.R.9760. An act for the relief of Sam
Doolittle;

H.R.9861. An act to continue for a tem-
porary period the existing suspension of duty
on certain istle or Tampico fiber;

H.R. 10045. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to provide better facilities
for the enforcement of the customs and im-
migration laws,” to increase the amounts
authorized to be expended;

H.R.10164. An act to change the name of
the locks and dam No. 41 on the Ohio River
at Loulsville, Ky.;

H.R.10401. An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1961;

H.R. 10550. An act to extend the Export
Control Act of 1949 for two additional years;

H.R.11415. An act to provide for the desig-
nation of a portion of the District of Colum-
bia as the “Plaza of the Americas"”; and

H.J. Res. 698. Joint resolution to extend the
time for filing the final report of the Lincoln
Besquicentennial Commission.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 38 minutes pm.), the
House adjourned wuntil tomorrow,
Wednesday, May 11, 1960, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

21385. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to authorize the
Secretary of Commerce to utilize funds re-
ceived from State and local governments and
private organizations and individuals for spe-
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cial meteorological services”; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2136. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting a copy of
the Federal Trade Commission’s Annual Re-
port for the fiscal year 1959; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2137. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation entitled “A bill to permit
the Secretary of the Interior to revoke in
whole or in part the school and agency farm
reserve on the Lac du Flambeau Reserva-
tion”; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

2138. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to amend section
502 of the General Bridge Act of 1946, and
for other purposes™; to the Committee on
Public Works.

2139. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation entitled “A bill authorizing addi-
tional appropriations for prosecution of the
channel improvement feature of the author-
ized project for the Mississippi River and
tributaries”; to the Committee on Public
Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ASPINALL: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 5098. A bill to provide
for the application and disposition of net
revenues from the power development on the
Grand Valley Federal reclamation project,
Colorado; with amendment (Rept. No. 1594).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 11706. A bill to au-
thorize an extension of time for final proof
under the desert land laws under certain
conditions; with amendment (Rept. No.
1505). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint
Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report 1596. Report on the
disposition of certain papers of sundry execu-
tive departments. Ordered to be printed.

Mr. EDMONDSON: Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs. H.R. 8860. A bill to
stabilize the mining of lead and zinc by small
domestic producers on public, Indian, and
other lands, and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1597). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HENDERSON: Committee on the Ju-
diclary. H.R. 4271. A bill to validate the
salary overpayments made to certain officers
and employees incident to the salary adjust-
ment provisions of the Federal Employees
Salary Increase Act of 19855, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
1589). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R. 7670. A bill for the relief of Edwin A.
Haddad; without amendment (Rept. No.
1598). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ELLIOTT of Alabama:

HR.12125. A bill to amend the Library
Services Act in order to extend for b years
the authorization for appropriations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor. :

By Mr. INOUYE:

H.R.12126. A bill to provide that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall study and inves-
tigate the desirability and feasibility of
establishing and maintaining a national
botanic garden; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

H.R. 12127. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act so as to remove the limi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

HR. 12128. A bill to repeal certain provi-
sions of the Federal Employees Health Bene-
fits Act of 1959 to eliminate the distinctions
in such act with respect to dependent and
nondependent husbands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.12129. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit
against income tax for certain employers
who employ individuals 50 years of age and
over; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr., MONAGAN:

H.R. 12130. A bill to amend part II of the
Interstate Commerce Act in order to require
proof of payment of State and local taxes as
a condition to transferring a certificate or
permit issued to a carrier by motor vehicle
under the provislons of such part; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

By Mr. WESTLAND:

H.R. 12131. A bill to acquire lands to con-
struct an approach road into the Ozette
Lake region in the Olympic National Park in
the State of Washington, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R.12132. A bill to provide that certain
subcontracts may be entered into only in
accordance with rules and regulations pre-
scribed by the Small Business Administra-
tion; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H.R. 12133. A bill to amend the Natural
Gas Act to prohibit a rate increase from be-
coming eflective, subject to bond, before a
pending rate increase proceeding has been
finally determined; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H.R. 12134. A bill to amend section 802 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1964 with re-
spect to foreign taxes pald by certain prede-
cessor corporations; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

HR. 12135. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the tax on
the transportation of persons, effective July
1, 1861; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PRICE:

HR.12136. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to strengthen inde-
pendent competitive enterprise by providing
for fair competitive acts, practices, and
methods of competition, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

H.R.12137. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for the
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issuance of temporary cease-and-desist orders
to prevent certain acts and practices pending
completion of Federal Trade Commission
proceedings; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

HR.12138. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for the is-
suance of temporary cease-and-desist orders
to prevent certain acts and practices pending
completion of Federal Trade Commission
proceedings; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. UDALL:

H.R. 12139. A bill to authorize the transfer
of a Bureau of Reclamation bridge across the
Colorado River near Needles, Calif.,, and Mo-
have County, Arlz; to the Commitiee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. EOWALSEKI:

H.R.12140. A bill to amend the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to
make student loans under title IT of such
act avallable to teachers attending summer
sessions in institutions of higher education;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. COFFIN:

H.R. 12141. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation
of funds available under that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. ANFUSO:

H.R. 12142, A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation
of funds available under that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. LENNON:

H.R.12143. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 11, 1839, with respect to the allocation
of funds avallable under that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER:

H.R. 12144. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation
of funds available under that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. OLIVER:

H.R.12145. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation
of funds available under that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. PELLY:

HR.12146. A bill to amend the act of Au~
gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation
of funds available under that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Loulsiana:

H.R.12147. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation
of funds available under that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. AUCHINCLOSS:

H.R.12148. A bill to provide for a Com-
mission on Presidential Office Space; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. COHELAN:

HR.12149. A bill to provide for Federal
grants and contracts to carry out projects
with respect to techniques and practices for
the prevention, diminution, and control of
juvenile delinquency, and for the training
of personnel; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

By Mr. STRATTON:

H.R. 12150. A bill to provide a program to
test the effectiveness of promoting the con-
sumption of fluld milk through advertising
and other means; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. UDALL:

H.R.12151. A bill giving the consent of
Congress to a compact between the State of
Arizona and the State of Nevada establish-
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ing a boundary between those States; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. RAINS:

H.R. 12152. A bill to relieve hardship for
displaced families and businesses by assist-
ing in their relocation and by providing them
with mortgage financing under a new low-
rent private housing program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

H.R. 12153. A bill to promote homeowner-
ship and achieve high-level stability in resi-
dential construction, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HALEY:

H.J. Res. 703. Joint resolution directing the
Secretary of the Interlor and the SBecretary
of the Army to investigate and report on al-
ternatives of the EKinzua Reservoir project,
New York, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. RABAUT:

H.J. Res. T04. Joint resolution to remove
copyright restrictions upon the musical com-
position “Pledge of Alleglance to the Flag,”
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. PELLY:

H.J. Res. 705, Joint resolution to promote
the conservation of ocean fish and shellfish;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SIKES:

H. Con. Res. 689. Concurrent resolution to
establish a Joint Committee on National Se-
curity Intelligence; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. STRATTON:

H. Res. 523. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Agriculture to conduct an in-
vestigation and study comparing the opera-
tions of Federal mi'k marketing orders in
the New York and New England milksheds;
to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HAYS:

H.R. 12154. A bill for the relief of Gregoire
A. Kublin; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. KEOGH:

HR. 121656. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Jane R. Moore; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McDONOUGH :

HR.12156. A bill for the relief of Dr.
Kamel Said Michel Baladi; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOSS:

HR. 12157. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Barbara J. Rhodes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PUCINSKI:

H.R.12158. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Wiladyslawa Brzezinska; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

¥y Mr. x
H.R. 12158. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Pellegrini; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
By Mr. DONOHUE:
H.R. 12160. A bill for the relief of William
J. Heffern; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

456. By Mr. BARR: Petition of members
of Teamsters Local Union No. 135 of the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters,

Chauffeurs, Warehousemen, and Helpers of
America for a hearing on the right to elect
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its officers; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

457. By Mr. NORBLAD: Petitlon of Tex
Shively and other residents of Salem, Oreg.,
relative to H.R. 10478 and any and all similar
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legislation designed to impose restrictions
on the right to own and bear arms; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

458. By the SPEAEER: Petition of €.
Nemetz, owner and manager, Hotel Pendle-

May 10

ton, Pendleton, Oreg., requesting inquiry
and investigation relative to the American
Federation of Musicians Case 995, 1959-60,
Dewey Taylor v. The Pendleton Hotel et al.;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Loyalty Day, 1960
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 10, 1960

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States planned to observe Loyalty Day,
1960, at Valley Forge State Park, Valley
Forge, Pa., on Sunday, May 1, but be-
cause of inclement weather the program
was canceled. Another effort was made
on Sunday, May 8, to stage the program,
but rain again interfered, with the re-
sult that it has been necessary to aban-
don this year’s observance of May Day
at Valley Forge.

Having been invited to deliver the
principal address at the May Day pro-
gram at Valley Forge, I am inserting in
the Recorp at this time the address
which I had prepared for the occasion:

SPEECH BY REPRESENTATIVE JamEes E. Vaw
ZANDT, LOoYaLTY DAY CELEBRATION AT VAL-
LEY FORGE STATE PARK, VALLEY FORGE, Pa.,
SPONSORED BY THE VETERANS OF FOREIGN
‘WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, SUNDAY, MAY
1, 1960
The 1960 Loyalty Day celebration recalls

years of effort by the Veterans of Foreign

Wars of the United States to have May 1 of

each year permanently designated as Loyalty

Day.

This occasion is further enhanced by the
very nature of our geographical location,
Valley Forge, which truly signifies heroic
devotion to the principle of American loyalty.

The events that occurred here at Valley
Forge almost 200 years ago have become
sacred chapters in the annals of America’s
heritage.

It was a great honor to accept the invita-
tion to bring you a loyalty day message
and—as many of you know—my interest in
this particular day holds both pride and
affection.

After years of persistent effort to have May
1 of each year designated as loyalty day—in
1958 the Congress endorsed a House joint
resolution which it was my privilege to in-
troduce as a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

The resolution was duly signed by Presi-
dent Elsenhower on July 18, 1958, and thus
May 1 of each year was established as Loyalty
Day.

This legislation requests that the Presi-
dent of the United States issue an annual
proclamation inviting the people of the
United States to observe loyalty day with
appropriate ceremonies—“In which all of our
people may join in the expression and re-
affirmance of their loyalty to the United
States.”

The 1960 loyalty day proclamation of
President Elsenhower reminds us that “the
existence of the United States as a free Na-
tion is dependent upon the unswerving and
enlightened loyalty of its people,” that *“our
priceless heritage of freedom is in constant

danger from forces inimieal to our tradi-
tional concepts of Government—among
which is our fundamental principle of lib-
erty under law™—and “that on one special
day of the year we give grateful expression
to our country’s deep hold upon cur hearts
and minds.”

Fellow Americans, we can do no less than
give these ideals so ably expressed by Presi-
dent Eisenhower our earnest atfention as
loyal and liberty-loving citizens of this great
Republie.

Before I give you some of my thoughts on
the subject of loyalty—I should like to ex-
tend a well-deserved tribute to the Veterans
of Foreign Wars of the United States.

It had long been the goal of the VFW to
secure a definite means by which we
could counteract the demonstration of the
Communists on May Day which often grew
to large proportions in many clties,
especially along our eastern seaboard.

Someone has sald the VFW is not regarded
as merely a lot of ex-servicemen engaged in
giving more lipservice to lofty ideals.

Since its inception in 1898—the VFW has
to its credit an endless list of projects which
have benefited communities across our en-
tire Nation.

The “good of the public™ has been kept in
mind at all times,

The VFW has realistically believed that its
members want to continue their service to
their country through broad activities in time
of peace to help strengthen the foundations
of the Nation they helped defend by bear-
ing arms against enemies on foreign battle-
fields.

It was appropriate—indeed—that the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States
should take the initiative in establishing
Loyalty Day.

This adds one more chapter to the VFW's
record of patriotic service to America.

It is not incidental that the Veterans of
Forelgn Wars of the Unlted States on Feb-
ruary 22 of this year was again honored
by the Freedoms Foundation at the founda-
tion’s 11th awards-presentation program.

It was the 10th consecutive year that
the VFW has been named to receive a Free-
doms Foundation distinguished service
award—which was based on the VFW’s na-
tionwide leadership in the observance of
Loyalty Day—May 1.

Fellow Americans—what should we em-
phasize today in our thoughts about loyalty
to our country?

Often historical illustrations are overlooked
in our rush to launch another satellite or
another missile, however important such
efforts may be.

It has been said that Americans today are
living examples of the terse comment that
“the one thing we learn from history is that
we learn nothing from history.”

May I relate to you a very interesting coin-
cidence of history.

Just as Edward Gibbon was nearing the
completion of his monumental work, “The
Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire,” a
small group of men, assembled in Philadel-
phia, was creating a new republic in the
Western World.

No writer had ever attempted a larger task
than Gibbon in the history of Rome.

No one would have believed that so many
pages would ever again be required for the
portrayal of such an epiec.

We might well ask ourselves today these
guestions:

(a) Will some future historian record on
an eqgual scale the decline and fall of our
Western civilization?

(b) As the years pass will there be an ero-
sion of American ideals?

(c) As in many countries will the tide of
our national ideals be turned back by a
sudden reversion to a dictatorial form of
government?

The Republics of Rome and America are
not identical.

But some points of similarity might well
give solemnity to the warning that the same
fate which overtook the one might easily
overtake the other.

Rome based its dominion on the powers of
the Caesars, but the strength of our Western
Republic is derived from the people.

Rome collapsed when it became drunk with
power.

On the other hand, America faces the
choice of maintaining the bulwark of its
Constitution or slowly submitting to the
numerous “isms" which erowd into the head-
lines of our lives.

Therefore, we are faced with these ques-
tions:

(a) Will the American people continue to
uphold the Constitution?

{b) Can we continue to maintain our
political and social equilibrium without de-
stroying our liberty?

In considering these questions—one may
wonder if the makers of the Constitution
dreamed that such questions would arise in
regard to that document.

The spirit of the Constitution is set forth
in the words of Madison when he sald that
the general opinion of the Convention was
to secure the private rights agalnst majority
factions—and at the same time—to preserve
the spirit and form of popular government.

It is evident, therefore, that the American
people must be brought to the realization
that these objectives must be maintained
or constitutional government will give way.

American ideals can be maintained—my
fellow Americans, through the repetition of
ideas—ideas that point up loyalty to our
way of life.

Likewise, the repetition of ideas, which
are contrary to our way of life will ulti-
mately result in the acceptance of something
less than the American form of govern-
ment.

Does the average American citizen recog-
nize that we are being literally deluged with
propaganda of all kinds?

Since 1917, and with intensified force for
the last two decades, the Communist mas-
ters of the Soviet Union have sought to sell
the American people the thesis that the
Communist system represents the tide of the
future.

On the other hand, there has been a tend-
ency in America to dwell upon our short-
comings and to place our thoughts upon the
faults of our own system—a system that in
reality is the envy of all the world.

It is unthinkable, yet true, that In some
circles the very word “loyalty" has been
frowned upon as being old fashioned and
somewhat ridiculous.

_ It has been stated that the United States
is both an obstacle to communism and a
target for it.
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